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Abstract
The partnership phenomenon has received considerable attention as an alternative
management strategy for public agencies. The current political culture of fiscal
constraint and "doing more with less" has caused a groundswell of interest in
collaborative, partnering, and resource sharing arrangements (Selin & Myers, 1995).
Partnership offers a process to increase involvement through democratic means and
provide a viable approach for expanding the range of services offered, enhancing the
opportunities of park visitors, and building a sense of community pride (Vaske, Donnelly,
& LaPage, 1995). Partnerships between public agencies and corporations are rapidly
becoming an accepted mechanism to generate additional park and recreation resources
that could not otherwise be provided with existing public funds (Mowen & Everett,
2000).
The growing practice of partnerships has created a need for understanding key
elements of partnership success and failure, how partnerships address park and recreation
management paradoxes, and guidelines for best practices (Mowen & Kerstetter, 2006).
There have been numerous calls in the literature to address the partnership phenomenon
in a theoretical manner (Gray, 1989; Gray & Wood, 1991; Huxham, 2003; LaPage, 1995;
Uhlik, 1995; Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000). Yet, despite the growing literature, few
empirical partnership assessments have been pursued. Using the framework of the
Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991), this study investigates the potential for
parkland managers to implement partnership and collaborative strategies to support their
parks.
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National Park Service (NPS) managers, supervisors, and executives participated
in a web survey (n=1,906) examining partnership attitudes, subjective norms, and
perceived behavioral control. Questions were designed to address respondents’ intention
to perform partnership behavior as well as drivers of that intention. For the purpose of
this study normative variables were operationalized as statements of the importance of
selected knowledge, skills, and abilities (KSA’s), thought to be critical competencies in
engaging successfully in partnerships. Control variables were operationalized as the
perceived level of preparedness or competence to perform these same KSA’s.
Analyzes revealed that the majority of NPS employees are currently engaged in
partnerships (76%) and reported that their past experience was rewarding and productive
(70%). Respondents averaged 8.61 partnerships in the previous five years. Descriptive
findings revealed respondents hold a generally positive attitude towards partnering
however, reported bureaucratic and organizational constraints within the agency as
barriers to forming partnerships. Three explanatory variables were found to be
significant predictors of partnership behavioral intention, which included partnership
attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control. Respondents who intend to
partner were 1.8 times more likely to report partnership competencies were important,
and 1.57 times more likely to feel prepared regarding performing partnership
competencies. Furthermore, attitude was the strongest predictor of partnership
behavioral intention. Respondents with a supportive attitude towards partnering were
three times more likely to engage in partnerships than those who held less favorable
attitudes. While the theory of planned behavior proved to be significant predictor of
employee’s behavioral intention to partner, the additional predictor variables of agency
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characteristics and past partnership experience were not significant and did not
strengthen, or increase the predictability of the model. In conclusion, since the normative
and control measures were operationalized as the importance of, and preparation to
perform partnership competencies, the findings of this study have direct implications for
the education and training community.
Understanding partnership attitudes and behaviors are increasingly important in
managing our national parks as government fiscal climates change and budget cuts are
implemented. Achieving a better understanding of the scope, motivations, and perceived
limitations of engaging in partnerships will be important to the NPS in meeting the
demands of providing access to, and protecting resources, in times of fiscal constraint.
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Chapter I
Introduction
“In a democracy, the individual enjoys not only the ultimate power, but carries the
ultimate responsibility.” -Norman Cousins

Background
The current political culture of fiscal constraint and "doing more with less" has
caused a groundswell of interest in collaboration, partnership, and resource-sharing
arrangements among park and recreation service providers(Selin & Myers, 1995). Park
and recreation agencies are increasingly opting to form interdependent relationships with
commercial, public, or non-profit organizations. The decision to collaborate is often one
of necessity, since organizations need to obtain resources from alternative sources to
survive (Glover, 1999). Partnerships between public agencies and corporations are
rapidly becoming an accepted mechanism for generating additional park and recreation
resources that could not otherwise be provided by existing public funds (Mowen &
Everett, 2000).
Partnerships offer innovative strategies for managing public agencies as well as
empowering people to solve common problems. The pressures for more efficient
government and increased citizen involvement have resulted in the movement toward
more effective management of common resources. Society shares concerns over air and
water quality as well as the protection of land and wildlife. The onset of these
complicated environmental problems, including ecological degradation, resource
exploitation, and rural/suburban development, has created an opportunity to combine
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scientifically based decision-making, with public input and participation (McLaughlin,
2004). It is widely recognized that citizen-driven actions are important to the success of
partnerships, as they can promote shared responsibility for problems, promote behavioral
changes in individuals, and institute and sustain projects (Ansari & Phillips, 2001); Poole,
1997a, 1997b). Collaboration offers an opportunity to increase involvement through
democratic means and provide a viable approach for expanding the range of services
offered, enhancing the experiences of park visitors and building a sense of community
pride (Vaske, Donnelly, & LaPage, 1995).
Partnerships usually receive positive evaluations because they represent an
important mechanism for bringing business, government agencies, philanthropic groups,
non-profits, and individuals together to work toward a common goal (McLaughlin, 2004).
Public agencies need to build public support and increase awareness, in order to
encourage involvement. Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000) refer to collaborative efforts as
“building bridges to a sustainable future.” Collaborative agreements allow government
agencies, communities, and private groups to build bridges between one another that
enable them to deal with common problems and create forward-thinking strategies
(Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000).
Partnership has been defined by various authors in different fields of literature
who generally refer to it as the voluntary pooling of resources between two or more
parties to achieve collaborative goals (Yoder & Ham, 1999). Wood and Gray (1991) refer
to collaboration as groups of autonomous stakeholders that engage in an interactive
process, using shared rules, norms, and structures to act or decide on issues related to a
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particular problem. However, the term partnership is a broad label that describes various
types of interpersonal, relational, and organizational transactions (Mowen & Kerstetter,
2006; Yoder & Ham, 1999). The term is often used by leaders and managers in
government to describe virtually all interactions with organizations with which they are
involved with, regardless of the relationship type or success (Cousens, Barnes, Stevens,
Mallen, & Bradish, 2006). Partnership, collaboration, strategic alliances, and joint
ventures are often used interchangeably. The gaps in the consistency of partnership
terminology lead to confusion in defining collaborative relationships and systematically
evaluating the impact of partnership activities (Cousens, Barnes, Stevens, Mallen, &
Bradish, 2006).
Despite issues with partnership terminology and clear partnership organization
and evaluation processes, partnerships are becoming increasingly important in the
management of public agencies, specifically parks and recreation service providers. With
diminished public resources and an expanding, demanding, and increasingly diverse
constituency, public agencies must seek assistance from commercial and non-profit
organizations to operate (Mowen & Kerstetter, 2006). Furthermore, concerns for public
welfare, including environmental degradation, obesity, and juvenile delinquency, to name
a few, are problems not one organization or government agency can solve alone.
Citizens’ heightened awareness of broader social issues are creating demands to find
solutions to financial, human, and capital problems through alternative methods such as
collaborative agreements. Through collaboration traditional park and recreation
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providers are repositioning themselves to provide goods and services that address broader
social missions while supporting their agencies (Mowen & Kerstetter, 2006).
Natural resource, park, and recreation agencies have created many types of
partnerships to achieve mutually advantageous goals and objectives (Decker, 1995).
Partnerships between public-sector and commercial-sector organizations are enhanced
when there is a match between target constituents and organizational values, and where
the partnership does not interfere with existing organizational practices or compromise
existing resources (Crompton, 1998; Mowen & Everett, 2000; Mowen & Kerstetter,
2006). Ultimately, the partnership solution contains the potential for enormous
professional growth through its humanizing effects on the bureaucracy and its
endorsement of a more democratic approach to parkland and recreation management
(LaPage, Vaske, & Donnelly, 1995). The question is becoming not whether partnerships
are good, but how to make them work (McLaughlin, 2004).

Statement of the Problem
The growing practice of partnerships has created a need for understanding key
elements of partnership success and failure, how partnerships address park and recreation
management challenges, and guidelines for best practices (Mowen & Kerstetter, 2006).
In the past twenty years knowledge of partnerships has grown exponentially. Case
studies on partnership successes, formations, and expansions, implementation, and
evaluation have been published. Yet, despite the growing literature, few systematic
empirical partnership assessments have been pursued. However, partnerships continue to
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evolve and formalized written policies, roles, and responsibilities emerge, systematic and
empirical documentation of partnership activities, stakeholder groups, and outcomes
should increase (Mowen & Kerstetter, 2006). Crompton (1999) observed the difficulty in
creating generalizable formulas for effective partnerships because of the breadth of
personalities, local conditions, enabling laws, and community values involved.
Therefore, the existence of certain partnership characteristics should be treated as
preconditional to partnerships success, rather than a guarantee (Crompton, 1999).
Crompton (1999) recommended future research extend qualitative research and case
studies in an attempt to document consistent partnership characteristics.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to test the utility of the Theory of Planned Behavior
(Ajzen, 1991) along with other variables, described in the Model of Intention to Perform
Partnership Behavior, for understanding partnership behavioral intention among Nation
Park Service employees.

Study Objectives
Objectives of this study were to examine partnership attitudes, subjective norms,
perceived behavioral control, past partnership experiences, and agency cohorts as
potential determinants of behavioral intention. In particular, the objectives were to:
•

describe the study population by examining individual demographics, agency
cohorts, attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control;
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•

examine the goodness-of-fit for the TPB model including employees’ attitudes,
subjective norms, and perceptions of behavioral control regarding employees’
stated intention to engage in partnerships (Model 1);

•

determine whether a second model which features the addition of agency
characteristics (Model 2) improve these statistics, over and above the explanatory
power of Model 1;

•

determine whether past partnership experiences (Model 3) strengthen the model
over and above the explanatory power of attitude, subjective norms, perceived
behavioral control, and agency cohorts.

Definition of Terms
For clarification of key terms within the study, the following conceptual and
operational definitions are included in alphabetical order.
Collaboration
A process through which parties who see different aspects of a problem can
constructively explore their differences and search for solutions that go beyond their own
limited vision of what is possible (Wood & Gray, 1991).
Collaborative Leader
One who safeguards and promotes the collaborative process.
Collaborative Governance
The process of shifting governing power from directly elected bodies to the
coordination of the public, private, and voluntary sectors so citizens’ needs are addressed.
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Common Resources
Resources for the public that are nonexcludable and rival in consumption (i.e.
forest for consumption, recreation, wildlife habitat). Examples include airsheds,
watersheds, public lands, and habitats for wildlife.
Partnership
The voluntary pooling of resources between two or more parties to achieve
collaborative goals; an ongoing arrangement between two or more parties, based upon
satisfying specifically identified mutual needs; exchanging information and sharing or
pooling resources for mutual benefit to achieve a common purpose.
Theory of Planned Behavior
The theory of planned behavior suggests human action is guided by three kinds of
considerations: behavioral beliefs, normative beliefs, and control beliefs (Ajzen, 1991).

Study Variables
Beliefs (Indirect Measure of Intention)
Beliefs represent the information a person holds regarding a specific object.
Beliefs components in the theory of planned behavior are used as independent variables
and include behavioral, normative, and control beliefs. These beliefs are considered to be
determinants of corresponding antecedents or direct measures (e.g., attitude toward
behavior, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control) of intention (Ajzen, 1991).
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Antecedents (Direct Measure of Intention)
The theory of planned behavior consists of three antecedents to behavioral
intention including: attitude toward behavior, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral
control. Antecedents to behavioral intention are used to explain the variance existing in
employees’ stated intention whether to engage in partnership activity.
Intention to Collaborate
The direct antecedent of behavior is intention (Ajzen, 1991). In combination,
attitude toward the behavior, subjective norm, and perception of behavioral control lead
to the formation of behavioral intention, which subsequently drives behavior. The study
will examine if the antecedents (attitude toward behavior, subjective norm, and perceived
behavioral control) can explain behavioral intention to partner.

Organization of the Study
The study is organized into six chapters. Chapter one introduces partnership as a
key management tool in park and recreation service delivery systems. The chapter
includes background information, statement of the problem, definition of terms, and the
organization of the study. Chapter two explores various fields of literature that address
the partnership phenomenon. The review of literature examines studies from business,
public administration, and park, recreation, and tourism fields for further explanation and
insight into partnership behaviors and management frameworks. Chapter three includes
the methodology used in the study, specifically research questions, the study design,
subjects, method of data collection, and data analysis. Chapter four presents descriptive
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findings and chapter five describes the testing of the developed model and theory of
partnership behavioral intention. The final chapter provides a discussion of the findings
and implications of the results.

Delimitations of the Study
There were procedural challenges involved with the present study. As such, the
following delimitations have been identified: (1) the survey, based on extensive literature
reviews, expert panels, and NPS personnel input, is an exploratory instrument and has not
been tested prior to this study. (2) Web based survey methodology is in infancy stages.
For that reason, survey execution can be challenging and interpretation of response rates,
compared to traditional mail or phone survey methods, problematic.
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Chapter Two
Review of Literature
“Empowerment is the process through which people become strong enough to participate
within, share in the control of and influence, events and institutions affecting their lives.”
–Torre, D.A.
In an effort to fully understand the principles and underpinnings of successfully
developing and maintaining interagency partnerships, a synthesis of the literature
regarding the phenomenon of partnerships has been conducted. Discussion of the
evolution of modern organizations, from the traditional Weberian hierarchical
organizational structures to more adaptive and organic organizational constructs, provides
a general context in which the current study can be understood. The values of
partnerships are explored through the lens of the three primary drivers that have
contributed to the partnership movement; including governmental efficiency, citizen
involvement, and management of the commons. Next, the partnership literature is
reviewed, drawing specifically from the fields most pertinent to the study including
business, public administration, community recreation and tourism, as well as park and
natural resource management. Finally, an analysis of theoretical applications, a synopsis
of the need for theoretical models, and a review of the theory of planned behavior close
the chapter.

The Growing Trend of Partnerships
Partnerships have become a central dimension in managing the public sector and
have emerged as a core theme in policy arenas as diverse as health and social services,
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law enforcement, urban planning, public land management, and education (McLaughlin,
2004). Public agencies are experiencing challenging fiscal climates while simultaneously
facing increasingly complex social and environmental problems. Consequently,
organizations, governments, and communities have turned to partnerships, alliances, and
collaboratives as a means of addressing these complex issues (Weiss, Anderson, &
Lasker, 2002). When the weight of social demands exceeds public resources, it is natural
to try to combine all available means to circumvent these financial limitations.
Partnerships acknowledge the limitations of single-agency approaches to tackling
enduring or wicked1 social problems and opting for the benefits of multi-stakeholder
approaches (Pearson, 2001; Rittel & Webber, 1973). Particularly in the public sector,
officials have proposed reform, calling for public-private partnerships, community
partnerships, and interagency collaboration (Thacher, 2004). Governments, businesses,
and communities involved with public service, or facilities of any sort, are seeking new
synergetic forms of collaboration to satisfy constituent expectations and solve complex
social problems (Scharle, 2002).
Organizational Structures. The growing trend of partnering has created
confusion among employees and agencies as they attempt to understand the role
collaboration plays in their current jobs and organizational structures. The majority of
organizations and social systems in Western society utilize hierarchical structures that
result in competition as a major value system (Kraus, 1980). Collaborative behaviors
change traditional competitive organizational structures to noncompetitive ones that
1

Wicked problems result from sets of interlocking issues with no clear solution as identified by Rittel &
Webber (1973).
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support a value system of cooperative behavior and processes. Collaboration is a
cooperative venture based on shared power and authority that is nonhierarchical in nature
(Kraus, 1980). Business and government environments are witnessing a paradigm shift
from the traditional organization characteristics of conflict, confrontation, and
competition to ones of collaboration, cooperation, and coevolution (Xavier, Krishnan, &
Borin, 2005).
Organizations are comprised of individuals, groups, and social systems that act
interdependently. Organizations fundamentally want to maximize productivity,
development, and individual potential; however, competitive hierarchical structures often
do not foster these goals. Employees compete with one another for personal rewards
rather than organizational rewards. Accolades are based on an individual employee’s
performance rather than that of the organization or team as a whole. In a hierarchy, one
person is ultimately responsible for decisions and resource utilization. People lower in
the hierarchical order will strive to move up in the organization for promotion and higher
pay. Competitive behavior to attain these rewards is contrary to collaborative behaviors.
Collaboration involves shared power, communication, and decision making between
individuals in an organization, resulting in a functional focus, rather than an authority
focus (Kraus, 1980).
Organizations are experiencing intense pressure to fundamentally transform their
organizations from traditional hierarchical models of organization to flexible
interorganizational models (Voelpel, Dous, & Davenport, 2005). The shift from
competitive organizational structures to cooperative ones is complex given the ideal type
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of bureaucracy as outlined by Max Weber (1921). The organizational characteristics of
such a bureaucracy include a clear hierarchical order with concentration of power among
senior officials, formal structure with strict rules and regulations, and a lack openness to
innovation and change (Vigoda, 2002).

In the twentieth century, hierarchical

government bureaucracy was the predominate organizational model used to deliver
public services in the United States. Government officials managed by ordering those
under them to accomplish highly routine tasks with uniformity, but without discretion
(Goldsmith & Eggers, 2004). This traditional model of government does not meet the
demands of a complex, rapidly changing society: “Rigid bureaucratic systems that
operate with command-and-control procedures, narrow work restrictions, and inwardlooking cultures are ill-suited to addressing problems that often transcend organizational
boundaries” (Goldsmith & Eggers, 2004, p. 7). Furthermore, due to the hierarchical
decision-making structures, inflexible bureaucracies tend to react slowly to new
situations. Public organizations have undergone many changes in the past century but are
still based on this Weberian legacy. These ideas seem to be substantially different from
the nature of collaboration, which represents negotiations, participation, cooperation,
innovation, agreements based on mutual understanding, and a more equitable distribution
of power and resources (Vigoda, 2002). Now, increasingly complex social demands are
forcing public officials to develop new models of governance and abandon these
traditional models.
Government Efficiency. Today’s government is under extreme pressure from the
public to be more productive and efficient. The public is impatient and dissatisfied with

13

government’s performance and is demanding the revitalization of responsible
government practices (Osborne, 1993). Words like rethink, rebuild, revitalize,
restructure, and reinvent are clear messages from the public that the federal, state, and
local governments must deliver services more efficiently to meet the challenges of a
rapidly changing society and to restore public trust (Callahan & Holzer, 1994).
Efficiency implies that individuals are engaging in a worthwhile process and
generating a product or service in a cost-effective manner. However, there are political
and organizational issues which must be addressed to promote efficiency (McGowan,
1984). In standard business practices, efficiency is measured by a ratio of outputs
generated (i.e., products or services) to inputs (i.e., resources). However, this common
measurement standard is difficult to apply in government. The traditional bottom line is
not easily established in the public sector where often times the input costs of public
services significantly exceed the price paid for the output. Furthermore, public-sector
efficiency is judged not on income generated or return on investment, but rather on levels
of indicators such as pollution, inflation, unemployment, and/or crime (McGowan, 1984).
The reduction of resources combined with increased demand in the public sector, has lead
to an emphasis on alternative service-delivery approaches.
An example of an alternative approach is the development process of resource
expansioning, which is composed of three stages: strategic initiating, backward
behavioring, and forward behavioring (Jones, 2002). Strategic initiating is comprised of
the initiation of cooperative relationships and problem identification. Backward
behavioring manages these relationships through problem solving, education, and
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structuring of an alliance. Forward behavioring involves mentoring, funding, and
networking of these established cooperative relationships. Resource expansioning is a
development process that addresses public-sector efficiency through a creative approach
in an era of static or declining resources (Jones, 2002). Innovative attempts by
government, like resources expansioning, partnering, and collaborating have attempted to
tackle issues, like that of declining resources, through sharing the burden and extending
responsibilities for decision-making and management. By increasing human and
financial resources available to government for service delivery through inputs from the
community, the pursuit of synergistic collaboration can offer alternative solutions to
increase public sector efficiency (Jones, 2002).
Citizen Involvement and Democratic Ideals. The role of citizens in public policy
decision-making has significantly increased over the last twenty years and remains an
important social policy issue (Santos & Chess, 2003). Modern public administration
involves an inherent tension between better responsiveness to citizens as clients and
effective collaboration with them as partners. However, it is generally believed that
when partnerships with the citizens are created, the public becomes more involved in
defining and solving problems (Mitchell, 2005; Vigoda, 2002). Citizens want to
participate in government decision-making because they are afraid of losing “personal
contact” and control to large bureaucracies (Creighton, 1981). The National Research
Council (1996) concluded that citizen involvement
“is critical to ensure that all relevant information is included, that it is synthesized
in a way that addresses parties’ concerns, and that those who may be affected by a
decision are sufficiently well informed and involved to participate meaningfully
in the decision” (Stern & Fineberg, 1996, p. 30).
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Citizen involvement also reduces cynicism toward government, builds stakeholder
consensus, and enhances administrative decision-making (Creighton, 1981; Wang, 2001).
Partnerships can be an instrumental mechanism for bringing citizens together and
strengthening society (Giquere, 2001).
Collaboration is the cornerstone of the democratic process, which operates on the
principles of citizen participation and ownership of decisions (Gray, 1989). The
definition of democracy is “rule by the people,” from the Greek demos, "people," and
kratos, "rule.” Values associated with democracy include equality, participation, and
individuality, which are harmonious with the ideals of collaboration (Thompson, 1983).
Increased citizen involvement reflects a resurgence of interest in these fundamental
democratic principles.
Many philanthropic groups and non-profit organizations are extensions of the
collective interest and concerns of citizens. Through these groups, civil society, business,
and government work together to design strategies, adapt policies to local conditions, and
take initiatives consistent with shared priorities. Through citizen participation,
representative democracies build civic capacity and increase the likelihood of fairer and
more broadly supported decisions (English, Peretz, & Manderschied, 2004). These goals
raise the challenge of harmonizing citizen involvement and participatory democracy with
public agencies (Giquere, 2001).
At the same time, corporations are seeking to demonstrate that they are good
corporate citizens by forming social alliances with non-profit organizations. Many firms
view social responsibility as a key to long-term success, putting social involvement on
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corporate agendas (Berger, Cunningham, & Drumwright, 2004). Citizens heightened
awareness of broader social issues is creating opportunities to find solutions to financial,
human, and capital resource problems through avenues of partnership and collaboration.
Managing the Commons. Over the past few decades, the management of common
resources has been in a state of turmoil. Battles over natural resource use, fights over
forest and range management, and suburban planning and rural development strategies, to
name a few, have created conflict in communities, agencies, and courtrooms. Enormous
amounts of time, energy, and money are spent on these issues with no clear sense of
resolution. The debates that follow these issues are undermining the civility that allows
individuals to live and work with one another (Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000). However,
through the cooperative process of collaboration, conflicts over the management of
common resources can be addressed in ways that sustain and restore the quality of the
natural environment, restore neighbors trust with one another, and enhance the quality of
people’s lives (Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000).
The dilemmas of managing common resources are described in Garrett Hardin’s
essay, "The Tragedy of the Commons," which argued that commons are inherently selfdestructive (Hardin & Baden, 1977). However, governments constantly search for
effective ways to manage commons, large or small, including air, water, and land.
Natural resource policy scholars, practitioners, and managers who are responsible
for managing wicked resource problems are becoming increasingly aware that new, more
sophisticated approaches are needed to replace current practices (Pearson, 2001; Rittel &
Webber, 1973; Weber, Lovrich, & Gaffney, 2005). Collaboration of businesses,
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agencies, and involved citizens allow the decision-making process to address scientific
facts while taking into account societal concerns. All partners, in sharing their ideas,
knowledge, and resources, can potentially gain from the contributions of others
(McLaughlin, 2004). Proponents of collaborative approaches for managing common
resources describe numerous benefits, including increased effectiveness of management,
enhanced understanding of natural and human systems, and increased public awareness
of conservation issues (Schusler, Decker, & Pfeffer, 2003). Innovative partnerships and
conflict-management approaches have created a more democratic and civil approach to
addressing natural resource problems (Rittel & Webber, 1973). Partnerships offer a
process for increasing the involvement of citizens and providing a viable approach for
managing common resources and building an understanding of the connection(s) between
humans and nature. Advocates of public participatory partnerships believe that citizens
will become empowered by belonging to partnership processes and by working
collaboratively for collective solutions (Mitchell, 2005).

The Study of Partnerships
The term partnership has an assortment of definitions and meanings for different
people (Uhlik, 2005). There are a variety of interpretations of the concept of partnership,
depending on key partners, the partnership’s purpose, and the nature of the partnership
relationship (Gray, 1989). Yet, despite issues with partnership terminology and clear
partnership organization and evaluation processes, partnerships are becoming
increasingly important in the management of public agencies.

18

Defining Partnerships. Partnership has become an umbrella term that often
includes collaboration, resource sharing, civic engagement, alliances, coalitions, and
agreements. Neither researchers nor practitioners have reached a consensus in defining
these terms and often use them interchangeably (James, 1999). The gaps in the
consistency of partnership terminology leads to confusion in defining collaborative
relationships and systematically evaluating the impact of partnership activities (Cousens,
Barnes, Stevens, Mallen, & Bradish, 2006).
Partnership has been defined in various fields of literature and is generally
referred to as the voluntary pooling of resources between two or more parties to achieve
collaborative goals (Yoder & Ham, 1999). This definition, however, is broad and fails to
highlight key elements of partnerships. Today, partnerships are characterized by their
durability, flexibility, and cooperation; they are long-term relationships that require a
level of intimacy and interaction that leads to trust and commitment to common goals
(Yoder & Ham, 2005). Gray (1989) describes partnering as “a process through which
parties who see different aspects of a problem can constructively explore their differences
and search for solutions that go beyond their own limited visions of what is possible” (p.
5).
Partnership is a term often used by leaders and managers in government to
describe virtually all interactions with the organizations with which they are involved,
regardless of the relationship type or success (Cousens, Barnes, Stevens, Mallen, &
Bradish, 2006). Although partnership and collaboration are used interchangeably, the
term collaboration often refers to the process of partnering. According to Wood and
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Gray (1991), “collaboration occurs when a group of autonomous stakeholders from a
particular problem domain engage in an interactive process, using shared rules, norms,
and structures, to act or decide on issues related to that domain” (p. 5).
General Models of Partnership. The collaborative process has been implemented
and studied over the last few decades, and remains as popular as ever among
practitioners, researchers, and even the public at large (Uhlik, 2005). Yet, despite the fact
that case studies and how-to guides have been published in various fields, the difficulty
has been in connecting the literature. Gray (1989) discusses issues in defining
collaboration:
While there is not a clearly prescribed pattern that characterizes every
collaboration, there appear to be some common issues that crop up
repeatedly and conform to a general sequence independent of specific
circumstances and content of the negotiations (p. 55).
Gray (1989) suggests a three-phase model of collaboration consisting of a
problem-setting phase, a direction-setting phase, and an implementation stage. Each of
the phases includes sub-components that provide a broader conceptual understanding of
the collaborative process. Although some of the phases may be more significant than
others, there is a fundamental set of issues that must be addressed in the course of any
partnership (Gray, 1989).
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Phase 1:
Problem-Setting
• common definition of
the problem
• commitment to
collaborate
• identification of
stakeholders
• legitimacy of
stakeholders
• convener
characteristics
• identification of
resources

Phase 2:
Direction-Setting
•
•
•
•
•
•

establishing ground
rules
agenda setting
organizing
subgroups
joint information
search
exploring options
reaching agreement
and closing the deal

Phase 3:
Implementation
•
•
•
•

dealing with
constituencies
building external
support
structuring
monitoring the
agreement and
ensuring compliance

Figure 2.1. The Collaborative Process (Gray, 1989)
Problem-Setting Phase
According to Gray (1989) the problem-setting phase is often the most difficult.
This phase requires face-to-face dialogue and decisions regarding stakeholders, issues,
and commitment(s); it includes identifying legitimate stakeholders and the potential
benefits of working together. It is often difficult to agree on a problem since stakeholders
typically represent different sectors and hold their own interpretations of common issues.
The primary objective of the problem-setting phase is to create the collaborative
environment and allow stakeholders to communicate and eventually act. However, if the
scope of the problem cannot be adequately agreed upon, there is a possibility the
perceived benefits of participation will not be great enough to warrant collaboration.
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Direction-Setting Phase
The direction-setting phase allows stakeholders to discuss the issues that brought
them together, identify mutual interest, and agree on tradeoffs. During this phase
stakeholders are able to identify and appreciate a common purpose as well as realize how
to accomplish their desired ends. Even when there is a shared vision of problems, there
are often differing views on how to address those problems. This phase allows
stakeholders to reduce uncertainty; establish expectations on how to best address the
problem; analyze the information; and create appropriate alternatives used to set action
items during the implementation phase.
Implementation Phase
The implementation phase requires deliberate attention if the collaboration is to
be successful. Often, forged agreements fall apart if left unmonitored or without external
support. This phase is extremely important if the desired ends are to be accomplished by
all involved stakeholders. The implementation phase enables stakeholders to identify
each participant’s responsibility and create an operating framework so that the
commitment among stakeholders is actually honored. Without the enforcement of the
responsibilities of stakeholders, the process of collaboration may be breached and goals
may go unmet.
Gray’s (1989) three-phase model of collaboration identifies the stages in the
planning and implementing of partnerships. This model sets the stage for a generic,
foundation-building approach to collaboration. The actual process can differ with respect
to stakeholders, institutions, issues, or conflicts. Others have identified similar phases of
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collaboration ranging from three-to-five step models; however, Gray (1989) discusses
how the models are dissimilar:
The differences in models are largely attributable to certain steps being
subsumed under others. However, despite these differences, conceptually
there is general agreement among scholars about what it takes to get to the
table and to explore, reach, and implement an agreement (p. 56).
The fundamental process of collaborating entails understanding the steps within each
phase of collaboration and knowing how to navigate them successfully.
A comparable model called resource expansioning has been introduced by Jones
(2002). The process of collaborating is similar; however, the terminology is different.
The first stage of the process, strategic initiating, is the problem-identification stage,
based on organizational leadership where strategic initiation is that of charismatic and
transformational leaders. Backward behavioring refers to the second stage of the process
during which stakeholders attempt to secure an agreement to solve common problems.
This process often includes conflict management where the initiator must address issues
in regards to problem identification and stakeholder relations. In the third stage, forward
behavioring, stakeholders accept the mindset of collaborating and progressively adopt
self-reliant behaviors to address the common problems they face. Resource expansioning
offers management another innovative, collaborative approach to solving common
problems. An illustration of resource expansioning is shown in

23

Strategic Initiation
(managing
initiations)
Internal
Championing
Visioning
Community
Friending
Accommodating

Backward Behavioring
(managing stakeholder
behavior)
Educating
Empathizing
Communicating
Involving
Structuring Finalizing

Forward Behavioring
(managing self-reliant
behavior )
Mentoring
Funding
Networking

Figure 2.2. Resource Expansioning (Jones, 2002).
Another approach, proposed by Huxham and Vangen (1996), is a conceptual
model of the nature of collaborative working. Two concepts have emerged from the
authors’ research. First, collaborative advantage suggests that in order to take real
advantage of collaboration, something has to be achieved that could not have been
achieved by any of the agencies or organizations acting alone. The second concept,
collaborative inertia, is the frustration that the output from collaborative arrangements
appear negligible or seems extremely slow (Huxham, 2003). Huxham and Vangen
(1996) created a model of themes in collaboration where the overlapping constructs
represent the nature of collaborative working (Figure 2.3). The issues that have emerged
from this research that are consistent with other partnership research include common
aims, culture, risk, power, and trust.
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Common Aims
Membership
Structures

Identity
Culture

Trust
Risk

Power

Working
Processes
Resources

Accountability

Leadership

Commitment and
Determination

Figure 2.3. Themes in Collaboration (Huxham and Vangen, 1996).
This model is only a conceptualization of the collaborative workings in a
partnership. It does not describe key elements to success, collaborative activity in stages
or phases, nor is a how-to guide. However, it does offer a multi-layered depiction of the
complexity of collaboration. Each theme represents a topic in need of further research
and understanding.

Partnership Research in Related Fields
While Gray (1989), Jones (2002), and Huxham and Vangen (1996) have
developed general conceptual partnership models, researchers in various fields of study
have applied these models in an attempt to understand the complex underpinnings of
partnerships. Two of the most closely related disciplines to park and recreation
management include business and public administration. These fields offer insight into
resource-sharing arrangements and have addressed partnerships in various realms to gain
further understandings of their complexities.
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Business. The integration of collaborative strategies is not new to business or
industry. As companies compete in both domestic and foreign markets for goods, labor,
and capital, innovative management approaches are essential to being competitive. The
need for flexibility and rapid response to constantly changing technological and market
circumstances has encouraged companies to seek alternative organizational structures
(Hempphill & Vontortas, 2003).
Collaborating is becoming increasingly crucial to successful business
management, as companies see advantages in sharing research and development
costs and exploring new markets through joint ventures (Gray, 1989, p. 5).
The main driving forces behind this trend are innovation and technical advances.
Innovation is seen as crucial for growth and long-term survival.
The reasons for collaboration in the commercial-sector are similar to those in the
public sector, these include the combining of different resources or expertise, the sharing
of learning or best practices, and, for projects, the sharing of costs or risk (Faems, Van
Looy, & Debackere, 2005). Potential gains for firms that collaborate include improved
customer service, better inventory management, more efficient use of resources, reduced
cycle times, and increased information sharing (Daugherty et al., 2006). Innovative
strategies address the improvement and further development of existing technologies and
products as well as the development of new technologies (Faems, Van Looy, &
Debackere, 2005). Firms that try to achieve a broad spectrum of innovation activities
often face multiple and opposing challenges. Companies are experiencing intense
pressure to transform their organizations in order to survive in highly competitive
environments within their industries and beyond (Voelpel, Dous, & Davenport, 2005).
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Strategic alliances, collaborations, and cooperative strategies enable businesses to
overcome these challenges and establish networks and relationships that offer solutions.
Public Administration. A growing trend in contemporary public administration is
the revitalization of collaboration between citizens and administrative authorities through
various strategies including partnerships, citizen involvement, and social alliances.
Reforming government through these collaborative strategies has moved to the fore of
public administration and policy agendas. This reform is driven in part by a growing
disenchantment with the performance of government, asking for a change of government
operation as currently conducted (Argyle & Marlowe, 2002).
Public administration, as a discipline, reflects our founding democratic values.
Public administrators take on leadership roles that promote civic responsibilities, teach
civic skills, and build civic institutions (Sembor, 1993). These public administrators play
a favorable role in communities that promote citizen involvement. Through citizen
involvement and networks of collaborating public, non-profit, and private organizations,
a wide range of public problems can be addressed. Partnerships that include various
sources of input allow public agencies to: 1) define problems more effectively, 2) access
information and understand problems outside of single discipline realms, 3) identify
socially acceptable solutions, and 4) create new sense of ownership of both problems and
solutions (Mitchell, 2005). By working together, public agencies can draw from a broad
range of resources and expertise to improve citizens’ overall quality of life (Provan,
Veazie, Staten, & Teufel-Shone, 2005). Working together in collaborative capacities
may improve the efficiency and effectiveness of government services as well as bring
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diverse players together to solve difficult community problems (Provan, Veazie, Staten,
& Teufel-Shone, 2005).
Community Recreation. Partnerships are not new to the recreation field. In the
latter part of the 20th century, diminished public resources, combined with an expanding
and demanding diverse constituency, caused public agencies to seek assistance from
commercial and non-profit organizations (Mowen & Kerstetter, 2006). A number of
recent initiatives on federal and local levels have encouraged partnerships in order to
improve service delivery and reduce overlapping programs and offerings. Collaborative
arrangements that include various agencies and organizations allow partners to work
together and build on another’s resources and contributions (Andereck, 1997). Partners
are then able to meet individual objectives, as well as address shared community goals
together. Yoder and Ham (2005) note that:
While these groups operate under a variety of titles, they share a common
purpose, to coordinate the planning, development, and maintenance of
community resources and to collectively address the problems and issues
of the community (p. 4).
Community recreation providers are asked to fulfill an increasing number of roles
in the community, while simultaneously experiencing resource and budget cuts.
Recreation agencies must often compete with other, higher-priority agencies, such as
education, police, and health, for funding from a city’s general budget. Acquiring
adequate funds to support recreation agencies is a competitive process that requires
advocates to argue convincingly that resources for community recreation are better used
for problems and issues in a community than for other agency resource allocations. The
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challenges in fund allocations of competitive agencies within the same budget are
pressing issues facing public decision makers (Kaczynski & Crompton, 2006).
Repositioning recreation agencies to acquire adequate funding requires a broader
approach, which often includes associating, or partnering, with other agencies that have
greater resources (Kaczynski & Crompton, 2006). Partnerships enable recreation
agencies to stretch existing staff, facilities, equipment, and finances to provide enhanced
services and programming (Mowen & Kerstetter, 2006). Partnerships offer a means for
community recreation agencies to increase visibility and credibility, reduce service
duplication, and create opportunities for personal growth (Mowen & Kerstetter, 2006;
Yoder & Ham, 1999).
Tourism. Tourism is a powerful economic force in community and global
markets. Through the pooling of knowledge, expertise, and resources, destinations and
groups of organizations can gain competitive advantages in these markets. The
fragmented nature of the tourism industry requires coordination and collaboration, since
various stakeholders have interest in the planning and development process (Aas, Ladkin,
& Fletcher, 2005). The tourism planning process seeks to maximize positive returns to a
community’s overall growth. This process suggests that all entities interested in or
affected by the tourism business should collectively manage the tourism system (Sautter
& Leisen, 1999). Collaboration among stakeholders is a fundamental ingredient in
sustainable tourism development (Sautter & Leisen, 1999). Regular meetings among
stakeholders that promote discussion, negotiation, and the building of mutually
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acceptable proposals about how tourism should develop create the potential for tourism
partnership success (de Araujo & Bramwell, 2002).
Selin and Chavez (1995) apply an extension of Gray’s (1989) collaboration model
in community tourism planning to study the process of stakeholder involvement and
community partnerships. Development of tourism destinations, from a communityinvolvement perspective, requires cooperation from tourism providers, destination
managers, and local citizens. This collaboration creates economic benefits for the
communities in several ways including jobs, income, and the protection of cultural,
historical, and natural resources. The model of collaboration provides a framework for
the initiation and evolution of tourism partnerships.
Selin and Chavez (1995) have extended the collaboration model to a five-phase
evolutionary model of tourism partnerships. Two additional phases have been added to
Gray’s (1989) original three-phase model which consists of problem setting, direction
setting, and implementation. The evolutionary model of tourism partnerships includes
antecedents (crisis, mandate, and leadership) before the problem-setting, directionsetting, and structuring stages. At the end of the model, the outcome stage (programs,
impacts, benefits derived.) has been added. The evolutionary model of tourism
partnerships is illustrated in Figure 2.4.
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ANTECEDENTS
•
•
•
•

Crisis
Broker
Mandate
Common
vision
• Existing
Networks
• Leadership
• Incentive

PROBLEM
SETTING

DIRECTION
SETTING

• Recognize
Interdependence
• Consensus
• Common
Definition of
Problem
• Benefits to
Stakeholders
• Salience to
Stakeholders

• Establish
Goals
• Set Ground
Rules
• Joint
Information
Search
• Explore
options
• Organize
Sub-Groups

STRUCTURING

OUTCOMES

• Formalizing
Relationship
• Roles
Assigned
• Tasks
Elaborated
• Monitoring
and Control
Systems
Designed

• Programs
• Impacts
• Benefits
Derived

Figure 2.4. An Evolutionary Model of Tourism Partnership (Selin and Chavez, 1995)
The need for partnerships in the tourism field is evident since tourism experiences
are not created by single providers (Andereck, 1997). Studies of tourism behaviors and
expenditure patterns suggest that tourism attractions and destinations operate as
“clusters” on local and regional levels. Numerous entities, in both the public and private
sectors, including community residents, provide an overall tourism experience.
Partnerships offer a means for identifying potential funds, resources, and support that
allow them to better position their services in the community and provide quality
experiences (Kaczynski & Crompton, 2006).
Natural Resource and Park Management. Park and natural resource agencies are
progressively opting to form interdependent relationships with commercial, public, or
not-profit organizations. Securing adequate financial and public support for parks and
protected areas is an ongoing, increasing concern. Partnerships between public agencies
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and corporations are rapidly becoming an accepted mechanism for generating additional
park resources that could not otherwise be provided by existing public funds (Mowen &
Everett, 2000). Through collaboration, park providers and natural resource agencies are
repositioning themselves to provide services that address broader social missions
(Mowen & Kerstetter, 2006). Selin, Shuett, and Carr (2000) describe the shift in park and
natural resource management:
Collaborative planning and stewardship has emerged on the natural
resource landscape as both an ideology and prescriptive tool to build
agreement and manage conflict across diverse settings and resources
issues (p. 736).
Collaboration and partnering allow agencies, communities, and private groups to
build bridges between one another that enable them to deal with common problems and
create forward-thinking strategies to manage parks and natural resources while providing
recreation experiences (Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000). These authors refer to
collaborative efforts as “building bridges to a sustainable future” (p.3).
Natural resource organizations and park agencies have created various types of
partnerships to achieve mutually advantageous goals and objectives (Decker & Mattfeld,
1995). For example, the NPS established a partnership program, with over 109 partners,
to maintain the Appalachian National Scenic Trail. Partners include the U.S. Forest
Service, NPS Units, state agencies, and volunteer groups. Together they have purchased
an additional 109,000 acres of land for the protection of the trail and its resources, while
maintaining approximately 2,160 miles of trails for visitors use. NPS reports that
annually more than 4,000 volunteers contribute over 175,000 hours of effort on the
Appalachian Trail by means of collaborating (Underhill, 2003).
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Ingredients of successful partnerships often include clearly defined missions, open
and regular communication, strong leaders, and trusting interpersonal relationships
(Mowen & Kerstetter, 2006; Selin & Myers, 1995; Yoder & Ham, 1999). In addition,
organizational and operational characteristics also influence partnership success.
Partnerships between public-sector and commercial-sector organizations are enhanced
when there is a match between target constituents and organizational values, and where
the partnership does not interfere with existing organizational practices or compromise
existing resources (Crompton, 1998; Mowen & Everett, 2000; Mowen & Kerstetter,
2006). Partnerships are quickly becoming a standard management practice of parks and
natural resource agencies and part of the service delivery systems (Mowen & Kerstetter,
2006). The NPS, to name one federal agency, established a national partnership office in
order to develop, manage and lead national partnership programs and assist field and
region efforts to improve the capacity of NPS to create, nurture, and expand partnerships
that fulfill the agency's goals. Ultimately, the partnership solution contains the potential
for enormous professional growth through its humanizing effects on the bureaucracy and
its endorsement of a more democratic approach to parkland management (LaPage, Vaske,
& Donnelly, 1995).

Criticism of Partnerships
Although there are many benefits associated with collaboration, it is important to
dispel the notion that they are a cure for all evils (Gray, 1989). One line of literature
criticizes partnership ideals, specifically in regard to public agencies. More (2005)
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criticizes public land-management agencies for incorporating partnerships as part of
regular management practices:
I conclude that many current management policies such as public-private
partnerships are simply steps on the road to privatization and that a
renewed appreciation for the social role of public land management
agencies is essential to preserve the conservation gains of the two previous
centuries (p. 12).
Crompton (1998) indicates that privatization is a process and suggests four macro forces
that drive privatization and form a coherent framework when viewed together. The
driving force of this process is often a shortage of tax funds, supporting the argument of
more effective government, associated with privatization, and giving society greater
power to satisfy common needs. This leads to the recognition of the inefficiencies
associated with monopolistic service-delivery systems, which include most government
agencies. The final stage of awareness is the distinction of a public agency recognizing a
need for a service and producing it. For that reason, public agencies often shift from
being sellers of services to being facilitators or buyers of services (Crompton, 2005).
When agencies facilitate or buy services, they outsource their agencies’ work.
Outsourcing occurs when a job can be done more economically by an outside source, but
fails to place value on the expertise and institutional knowledge of the agency’s
professionals (Wade, 2005). Proponents of privatization and outsourcing of government
services, which are used to cut cost and increase efficiency, overlook the tendency of
private providers to service only the easy and profitable customers, a process called
“creaming,” where difficult and unprofitable customers are neglected (Barnekov &
Raffel, 1990).
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Reshaping government to be successful requires both the deliverers and recipients
of public services to rethink their values and expectations. Government systems are very
complex and demands for services, as well as delivery, are changing (Callahan & Holzer,
1994). Challengers of privatization focus on values other than economic ones, like
accountability, equity, service quality, and governmental capacity. Through focusing on
values and expectations rather than economic outcomes, government can expand its
capacity and service quality, thereby benefiting all citizens. Proponents of partnerships
hope that alternative management practices of collaboration offer a working alternative to
privatization. That alternative is democratization through partnerships (Vaske, Donnelly,
& LaPage, 1995).
Other criticisms of partnership occur on the ground level. Building effective
partnerships is time-consuming, resource intensive, and sometimes difficult. Even
though collaboration can be tremendously advantageous, many partnerships struggle to
make the most of the collaborative process and accomplish their goals (Weiss, Anderson,
& Lasker, 2002). There are many barriers to interagency collaborative efforts including
work schedules, limited time, inexperience, monetary constraints, and cultural differences
(Wilkinson, Browne, & Dwyer, 2002). Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000) describe
difficulties of partnering:
Problems result from the institutional structure within which collaboration
takes place, the ways that individuals and groups think about collaboration
and each other, and the manner in which collaborative processes have
been managed (p. 51).
These barriers, combined with being unfamiliar with the process and uncertain of the
outcomes, develop into greater perceived risk for stakeholders. Stakeholders often resist
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change because they feel insecure about the consequences of change; they prefer the
status quo; or they do not agree with the proposed change (Gray, 1989). Some are easy
to deal with, while others are more difficult. All of this, in combination, often prevents
collaboration from either being initiated or accomplishing successful outcomes.
Collaboration involves difficult issues that have often eluded simple solutions in the past
and should be entered into with caution (Gray, 1989).
Partnerships can be driven and supported by public agencies and central
government, but this is no guarantee of success. Targets, funding, and government
support are being used in such a way that the voluntary sector is in danger of being overloaded and having its purpose and nature distorted. Partnerships are becoming so central
to public agencies’ way of thinking that they are in danger of developing into the primary
way to conduct business and subsidize budget reductions, rather than a better means of
service delivery (McLaughlin, 2004). The paradox between serving clients and
collaborating with citizens needs to be resolved on the way to creating a high-performing
type of public organization, one that will work better for society as well as for individuals
in the generations to come (Vigoda, 2002).

Related Theoretical Applications
The partnership phenomenon has received, and continues to receive, considerable
attention as an alternative management strategy for public agencies and private
organizations alike. There have been numerous calls in the literature to address the
partnership phenomenon in a theoretical manner (Gray, 1989; Gray & Wood, 1991;
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Huxham, 2003; LaPage, 1995; Uhlik, 1995; Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000). Due to the
popularity of partnerships, researchers from many disciplines have begun to investigate
them closely. Much of the work on collaboration has borrowed heavily from previous
studies and theories of the sociology of organizations, organizational behavior, and
economics (McGuire, 1996). Numerous theories have been applied in an attempt to
explain partnership formation; however, these theories have fallen short. Theories from
the organizational and business literature often explain only a small dimension of the
partnership process, for example, reasons to partner or the formation process.
These theories, which include transaction cost theory, strategy choice theory,
agency theory, network theory, resource dependency theory and social exchange theory,
to name the most prevalent, have been applied to the understanding of partnerships. They
offer alternative explanations for the impact partnerships have on organizations, as well
as recommendations on the collaborative structures and processes.
Transaction Cost. A cost incurred in making any type of economic exchange is
considered a transaction cost. Transaction cost theory (Williamson, 1991) states that
firms enter into collaborative type arrangements to reduce their transaction costs.
Transaction cost theorists state that the total cost incurred by an organization can be
grouped into two components 1) transaction costs and 2) production costs. Transaction
costs are defined as all the information processing necessary to coordinate people and
machines to perform a primary process, whereas production costs are incurred from the
physical, or other primary processes, necessary to create and distribute the goods or
services being produced (Williamson, 1991). Transaction costs include those incurred in
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searching for the best partner, which includes the cost of establishing a contract as well as
monitoring and enforcing the implementation of that contract. This theory is based on
competitive markets where there are numerous partners from which to choose; however,
public agencies often do not operate in such a market. This theory was one of the initial
approaches used to analyze partnerships, and while the theory focused on the effect of
collaboration, it failed to directly address the process of maintenance that a collaborative
agreement requires (McGuire, 1996).
Strategic Choice Theory. Strategic choice theory (Kogut, 1988) suggests that
firms enter partnerships based on whether the partnership will improve the firm's
profitability in the long run. This approach grew from a changing workforce, specifically
the decline of unions, and forced organizations to modify their business strategies.
Furthermore, these strategy modifications, like partnering, are constrained by
organizational values, beliefs, philosophies, and institutional structures (Kochan, 1984).
This approach exposes reasons why organizations adapt in changing workforce
conditions; however, it applies specifically to the context of employment. The theory
suggests that organizations can alter their business strategies quickly to react to changing
workforce conditions. Applying this approach in public agencies, however, is
challenging, given the difficulty for large government agencies to change quickly.
Agency Theory. Under agency theory, contractual arrangements are made
between two organizations: one party (the principal) delegates work to another (the)
agent (Ross, 1973). The theory states that there are two problems to resolve in an agency
relationship. The first problem occurs when the goals of the principal and agent conflict;
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this may arise when the principal is unable to meet the expectations of the agent. The
second problem involves risk sharing; the principal and agent have different views of risk
(Trienekens & Beulens, 2001). The problem with applying this theory to partnerships is
that it assumes one person, or organization, is always the principal and one person, or
organization, is always the agent; however, in partnerships, services and resources are
often exchanged equally, running counter to the unequal relationship between principal
and agency (Shapiro, 2005).
Network Theory. Network theory (Thorelli, 1986) views organizations as nodes
in a network of organizations. These networks emerge out of the need to exchange
resources. Forms of collaboration, applying the network approach, are based not only on
economic motivations, but also on power and trust. According to Theorelli (1986) power
is the central concept and he proposes at least five sources of power of a network
participant 1) economic, 2) technological, 3) expertise, 4) trust, and 5) legitimacy.
Viewing partnerships as networks allows researchers to gain valuable knowledge about
normative and practical issues like relationship building, trust, and familiarity. This
view, however, fails to include well researched approaches that include organizational
structures constituted by distinctive routines, role definitions, norms, and values (Gray,
1989; Thacher, 2004). This approach examines partnerships from a relationship
perspective versus an organizational or hierarchical approach, excluding important
organizational information.
Dependency Theory. Partnering as a way to manage resource scarcity is the basis
of resource dependency theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978) This approach complements
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the network approach in which the collaborative process begins due to the restricted
availability of resources. Agencies will structure their external relationships in response
to these restrictions in order to gain necessary resources for operation (Trienekens &
Beulens, 2001). Outsourcing of non-core services is a major theme of this approach. The
theory sheds light on why organizations collaborate, yet, like the transaction cost
approach, it fails to examine the partnership process.
Social Exchange Theory. Social exchange theory (Emerson, 1962; Homans,
1961) is based on the premise that the exchange of social and material resources is a
fundamental form of human interaction. These interaction patterns are formed by power
relationships between individuals, with the resulting efforts aimed at the balance of
exchange relations. The theory was initially driven by the social behavior of people in
economic circumstances where actors (people, organizations) deal with markets, not
other actors (Cook & Emerson, 1978). Social exchange theory is used in many contexts,
but all of them are driven by some form of resource exchange based on social
relationships. It has been applied to a number of topics and encompasses any exchange
of resources (material or symbolic) among or between people. Common concepts in this
theory include reward, cost, and reciprocity. Rewards (often referred to as resources) are
defined as exchanged resources that are pleasurable and gratifying. Costs are defined as
exchanged resources that result in a loss or punishment, or foregone opportunities due to
the relationship. The difference, when positive, is referred to as the benefit or profit
(Sprecher, 1998). Reciprocity is the notion that we give something in return to those who
have helped us (Goulder, 1960) . Although this theory provides a framework in which to

40

examine partnerships, arguments have been raised about whether altruistic behaviors are
possible in certain exchange relationships (Clark & Chrisman, 1994). In addition,
measuring rewards, costs, and other exchange concepts is difficult.
These theories have all been applied to gain a further understanding of the
complexity of collaborative relationships and shed light on dimensions of partnering.
This study will expand upon past research using the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen,
1991) as a framework to examine collaborative relationships from an individual
perspective, taking into account the beliefs and attitudes that ultimately guide behavior.
The Theory of Planned Behavior. Over the past 25 years the theory of planned
behavior “has emerged as one of the most influential and popular conceptual frameworks
for the study of human behavior” (Ajzen, 2002, p. 1). This framework has been used in
numerous disciplines to understand antecedents to behavioral intentions and human
actions. A search of related literature, conducted by the researcher, revealed that 768
dissertations and 255 articles list the theory of planned behavior as a key word. Various
topics have been addressed using the theory of planned behavior including: condom use,
consumer behavior, drugs, exercise, smoking, and work-place choices. A meta-analytic
review, written in 2001, reported that 185 independent studies had been published
applying the theory of planned behavior (Armitage & Conner, 2001). The review
provides evidence supporting the use of the theory of planned behavior for predicting up
to 20% of an individual’s intention and behavior. While the Theory of Planned Behavior
has been applied across a wide range of behavioral domains (Ajzen, 1991; Norman &
Bonnett, 1995; Sheppard, Hartwick, & Warshaw, 1998), there have been few applications
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in organizational settings (Norman & Bonnett, 1995). Although the theory was
developed outside management science, “it provides an appropriate framework for
examining work-related decisions and behaviors” (Norman & Bonnett, 1995, p. 61).
The theory of planned behavior is an extension of the theory of reasoned action
initially proposed by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975). Both theories are rooted in the field of
social psychology and provide a theoretical framework for examining the relationships
between beliefs, attitudes, intentions, and behaviors. The theory of reasoned action was
introduced during the mid 1970s and was expanded to the theory of planned behavior in
the early 1990s. The theory of reasoned action sought to explain behavioral intention by
identifying and measuring individuals’ beliefs, attitudes, and behavioral intention toward
a specific behavior. The original model’s limitation in dealing with behaviors over which
people have incomplete volitional control lead to the development of the theory of
planned behavior. The new model, shown in figure 2.5, adds the component of perceived
behavioral control, which refers to the perceived ease or difficulty and amount of control
an individual feels he or she have for performing the behavior (Ajzen, 1991).
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Indirect Measures
(Beliefs)

Direct Measures

Behavioral
Beliefs

Attitude
Toward Behavior

Normative
Beliefs

Subjective
Norm

Control
Beliefs

Intention

Behavior

Perceived Behavioral
Control

Figure 2.5. Schematic Representation of the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) (Ajzen,
1991)
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The theory of planned behavior suggests that human action is guided by three kinds of
considerations: behavioral beliefs, normative beliefs, and control beliefs (Ajzen, 1991).
It theorizes that one’s beliefs (behavioral, normative, and control) are correlated to the
corresponding aggregate direct measures (attitude about the behavior, subject norm, and
perceived behavioral control). As a general rule, the more favorable the attitude and
subjective norm, and the greater the perceived control, the stronger a person’s intention to
perform the behavior in question (Ajzen, 1991).
Indirect Measures (Beliefs)
Indirect measures seek to identify and measure variables concerning beliefs about
a behavior. Beliefs represent the information a person holds regarding a specific object.
We form beliefs about an object by associating it with a variety of characteristics,
qualities, and attributes. The aggregate strength with which the beliefs are held generates
an attitude about the object. Therefore, we can conclude that an attitude is based on the
total set of a person’s beliefs regarding a specific object (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980).
Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) state:
Beliefs are fundamental building blocks in our conceptual structure. On the basis
of direct observation or information received from outside sources or by way of
various inference processes, a person learns or forms a number of beliefs about an
object. The totality of a person’s beliefs serves as the informational base that
ultimately determines his attitudes, intentions, and behaviors (p. 14).
Belief components in the theory of planned behavior are used as independent variables
and include behavioral, normative, and control beliefs. Behavioral beliefs, sometimes
referred to as consequential beliefs, represent an individual’s self-reported outcome
evaluation and are assumed to influence attitudes toward the behavior. Each belief links
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the behavior to an outcome or another characteristic, such as the cost of performing the
behavior. The outcomes value contributes to the attitude in direct proportion to the
strength of the belief (Ajzen, 1991). Normative beliefs refer to the perceived behavioral
expectations of an individual’s peer group or social world whereas control beliefs are
defined as an individual’s ability to have the necessary resources and opportunities to
perform the behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Identifying these beliefs can assist in understanding
why people hold particular attitudes, norms, and perceptions of control.
Indirect measures, such as beliefs, only identify an attitude toward a behavior.
Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) indicate that indirect measures do not correlate as highly with
behavioral intention as do direct measures. However, indirect measures provide useful
information in describing the underlying reasons for behavioral intention. These beliefs
are considered to be determinants or corresponding antecedents of direct measures (i.e.,
attitude toward behavior, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control) of
behavioral intention (Ajzen, 1991).
Direct Measures (Antecedents)
Direct measures are viewed as global or overall measures of constructs that are
antecedent to behavioral intention. The theory of planned behavior consists of three
antecedents: attitude toward behavior, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control
(Ajzen, 2002).
Attitude toward the Behavior
Attitude is defined as “a learned predisposition to respond in a consistently
favorable or unfavorable manner with respect to a given object,” whereas a belief
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represents the information he or she has about the object (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975, p. 6).
An attitude can be determined through assessing a person’s beliefs regarding the
outcomes of performing a specific behavior. In a study conducted by Rhodes, Blanchard,
and Matheson (2006), attitude had a significant effect on the predictability of exercise
intentions as well as exercise behavior. The more favorable the attitude (composite of
beliefs health) towards exercising the more likely a person will exercise on a regularly
basis.
Subjective Norm
The subjective norm refers to the perceived social pressure to perform or not to
perform the behavior. Ajzen (2002) suggests that the peer groups influence an
individual’s perceptions regarding behaviors, which often means responses have low
variability. To minimize this effect, Ajzen (2002) suggests gathering information on peer
groups’ performance of the behavior in question. For example Astrom and Rise (2001)
observed that subjective norms contributed significantly to predicting college student’s
healthy eating habits, especially students who identified strongly with friendship peer
groups.
Perceived Behavioral Control
The final predictor influencing intention is perceived behavioral control. This
refers to the perceived ease or difficulty of performing the behavior, and it is assumed to
reflect past experience as well as anticipated barriers and obstacles (Ajzen, 1991).
Perceived behavioral control plays an important role in the theory of planned behavior,
which is an extension of the theory of reasoned action. Levels of perceived control assist
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in predicting a person’s intention to perform a behavior and takes into account
nonvolitional elements. For example, an unemployed person looking for a job would be
more willing to search if he/she were confident about their ability to perform job search
activities. In addition, holding job search intention constant, a person with high levels of
perceived behavioral control will be more likely to actually carry out job search activities
than others (Ajzen, 1991; Van Hooft, Born, Taris, Van Der Flier, & Blonk, 2004).
The construct of perceived behavioral control includes two components, selfefficacy and controllability. Self-efficacy refers to “people’s beliefs about their
capabilities to exercise control over their own level of functioning and over events that
affect their lives” (Bandura, 1991, p. 257). Although this differs from perceived
behavioral control, which focuses on the ability to perform a particular behavior, efficacy
expectations deal with people’s beliefs about their ability to execute a behavior required
to attain a certain outcome (Ajzen, 2002). In this definition, “the concern is with control
over the behavior itself, not with control over outcomes or events.” To avoid
misunderstanding the term, “perceived behavioral control” should be read as “perceived
control over performance of a behavior” (Ajzen, 2002, p. 4). Controllability is defined as
the beliefs about the extent to which performing the behavior is up to the individual.
When the perceived behavioral control construct is combined with self-efficacy, the
construct is stronger at predicting behavioral intention (Cheung & Chan, 2000). The
theory of planned behavior is a flexible framework in which to study volitional
behaviors; it permits researchers add other constructs to further explain and predict
human actions (Ajzen, 1991).
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The theory of planned behavior is the framework that will be used throughout this
study to analyze partnership behavior. It provides a basis on which to examine individual
beliefs and attitudes within the context of organizational partnerships and to assess their
relationship with stated behavioral intent to engage (or not engage) in partnerships.
The study of partnerships in private and public agencies is difficult to
conceptualize, define, and research. Although recently more literature has been devoted
to this phenomenon, results remain elusive and ungeneralizable. The current research
study addresses the issues in previous research of partnerships as well as attempts to
describe attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral intentions to engaging in
partnership behavior. This chapter provided a broad overview of partnership concepts,
past research, and theoretical applications. The remaining chapters present the
procedures used to conduct the study, data analysis, and discussion of the results.
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Chapter III
Methodology
“There can be no daily democracy without daily citizenship.” -Ralph Nader

Overview
This study seeks to describe the attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived
behavioral control of NPS supervisors, managers, and executives. Based on the general
framework of the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991), consequential, normative,
and behavioral control data are entered into a Model of Intention to Perform Partnership
Behavior and tested to determine goodness-of-fit. This chapter outlines the procedures
used during instrument development, pilot testing, data collection, and analysis.

Study Population
The study population was comprised of 1,906 NPS employees serving in upperlevel management positions categorized as supervisors, managers, and executives. A
purposive sample was taken from a larger census study of approximately 18,224
employees working for the NPS in the fall of 2006. The current study focuses on NPS
supervisors, managers, and executives because these employees are perceived to have the
most influence in initiating and managing collaborative agreements.
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Research Questions and Hypotheses
The following research questions helped focus the testing of descriptive data as well
as the Model of Intention to Perform Partnership Behavior. These questions guided the
data analysis in order to develop a better understanding of the antecedents of employees’
behaviors toward interagency partnerships (Table 3.1). In the sections that follow, the
development and implementation of the survey are described along with the data analysis
procedures.
Table 3.1. Research questions addressing employees’ partnership attitudes, subjective
norms, perceptions of behavioral control, past partnership experiences, and agency
cohorts.
Research Question

Hypothesis

1.

Can employees’ intention to engage
in partnerships be predicted from
knowledge of partnership attitudes,
subjective norms, and perceptions of
behavioral control?

H1: Respondents’ attitudes,
subjective norms, and perceptions of
behavioral control to engage in
partnerships can predict an
employee’s intention to engage in
partnerships.

2.

Can employees’ intention to engage
in partnerships be predicted from
knowledge of partnership attitudes,
subjective norms, perceptions of
behavioral control, and past
partnership experiences?

H2: Predictability of respondents’
intention to engage in partnerships is
strengthened when the factor of past
partnership experience is added to
the model that is comprised of
attitude, subjective norms, and
perceived behavioral control.

3.

Can employees’ intention to engage
in partnerships be predicted from
knowledge of partnership attitudes,
subjective norms, perceptions of
behavioral control, past partnership
experiences, and agency
characteristics?

H3: Predictability of respondents’
intention to engage in partnerships is
strengthened when the factor of
agency characteristics is added to the
model that is comprised of attitude,
subjective norms, past partnership
experiences, and perceived behavioral
control.
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Survey Instrument Development
Based on a thorough review of the partnership literature in various fields of study
and discussions with NPS management personnel, a Web-based survey instrument was
developed. Care was taken to identify those variables found to influence partnership
behavior by examining previous studies, in terms of both motivations and perceived
constraints. Moreover, an exhaustive list of employee competencies pertaining to
partnerships was developed by NPS professionals, reviewed by a team of researchers, and
then incorporated into the instrument.
The survey instrument consisted of four sections, totaling 106 items. Questions
focused on the three major components of the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991);
attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control. The variable of past
partnership experiences and agency characteristics were added to further explain
employees’ intention to partner. (See Appendix A)
The first section included two identical batteries of 32 competencies depicting
knowledge, skills, and abilities (KSA) regarding entering into partnerships with external
organizations. In the first battery, respondents were asked to rate the importance of each
knowledge, skill, and ability in the conduct of their present job using a seven-point Likert
scale ranging from (1) not important to (7) extremely important. These data were
operationalized as normative variables given that normative beliefs refer to the perceived
behavioral expectations of important referent groups such as an employee’s coworkers,
supervisors, or organizational culture. It is assumed that these normative beliefs, in
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combination with the employee’s motivation to comply with various referent groups,
determine the subjective norm (Ajzen, 1991).
The second battery of questions asked respondents to rate their level of
preparedness to perform each competency along a scale ranging from (1) unprepared to
(7) fully competent. Respondents were given a filter question with the option of rating
each competency as “not applicable,” if that response was more appropriate. These data
were operationalized as control belief variables because they have to do with the
perceived presence of factors that might facilitate, or impede, performance of a behavior.
It is assumed that these control beliefs determine perceived behavioral control, which is
an employee’s perception of his/her ability to perform a certain behavior (Ajzen, 1991).
The third section included four questions regarding partnership experience with
outside organizations. Respondents were asked how many partnerships they had been
involved with in the five proceeding years. They were also questioned regarding their
past, present, and future views on the role of partnerships in agency management.
The fourth section asked respondents to indicate their level of agreement or
disagreement with 21 statements regarding specific motivations and constraints to
partnerships found in the literature (Gray, 1989; Huxham, 2003; S. Selin & Chavez,
1995). Each item was posed as a consequential belief and included issues regarding trust,
organizational barriers, rewards, and communication, to name a few. The scale ranged
from (1) strongly agree to (7) strongly disagree. These data were operationalized as
components of respondents’ attitudes toward engaging in partnerships. Consequential
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beliefs link the behavior of interest to expected outcomes, and it is assumed that these
beliefs determine the attitude toward the behavior (Ajzen, 1991).
The final section was comprised of 21 questions that elicited information on
agency characteristics and respondents’ demographic information. The survey asked for
position title, series, grade, and position description, as well as number of full-time
employees supervised and years of agency and federal service. Other agency-related
questions included division, region, park classification, and number of permanent
employees working at the site, along with individual questions regarding gender, age,
race/national origin, and education.

Survey Pilot Testing
In order to refine the survey instrument, a series of reviews and pilot tests were
conducted. First, the 21 item attitude battery of consequential beliefs was initially tested
among a panel of non-NPS recreation professionals (n=35) for readability and
comprehension. This pre-test took place at a small park and recreation conference;
wording changes and clarifications of questions were made to eliminate confusion and
ambiguities. Next, the entire survey, including demographic, attitude, subjective norm,
and perceived behavioral control statements, was reviewed by a panel of NPS partnership
professionals. Efforts were made to improve the extent to which the instrument
adequately reflected the partnership concepts under consideration (Babbie, 2001). The
instrument was examined in terms of face and content validity. The expert panel reviews
helped insure that the instrument covered a range of meanings within the partnership
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concept and that there was common understanding of the terms used. Further revisions
were made to enhance content validity through the pre-testing. In addition, every effort
was made to insure and protect the confidentiality of participants.
Finally, a complete pilot test of the instrument and data collection methods was
conducted among a purposive sample of NPS employees (n=100). The instrument was
distributed using standard Web survey methods. Problems with technical aspects of Web
delivery were identified and resolved, including a problem with e-mail messages received
from outside the agency being treated as spam, which caused those messages to be
undeliverable. As a result, a decision was made to deliver the cover letter and survey
instrument through an internal NPS server and e-mail, rather than through the assets of
the university.

Data Collection Procedures
The survey instrument was administered via the Web using the Online
Questionnaire Authoring Tool (OnQ) developed by Dr. James Witte, Department of
Sociology at Clemson University. The Internet survey method was used due to the ease
of survey distribution, computer availability, and Web access in the agency, and the
convenience of instant data availability and data transfer into a statistical program.
Dillman (2000) stated that "no other method of collecting survey data . . . offers so much
potential for so little cost,” when compared to other survey data collection methodologies
(Dillman, 2000, p. 400).
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Methods outlined by Dillman (2000) were modified for Web survey design. The
initial contact included a letter of introduction from the Chief of the NPS Partnership
Program. The introduction letter outlined the importance of the study and requested
participation as part of employees’ normal duties. The second letter, e-mailed one week
later, included an introduction to the study and a link to the survey. A week later a
reminder email was sent with a link to the survey. Two weeks after the reminder e-mail,
a final request for participation and link to the survey was sent.

Response Rate
The survey was viewed by 7,041 employees and a total of 5,398 usable surveys
were downloaded. Out of the total population of 18,224 employees, 39% of them viewed
the Web survey while 29% of them completed it. Out of the 7,041 employees who
viewed the survey, 76% of them finished the survey. A total of 1,906 supervisors,
mangers, and executives responded to the survey.

55

Table 3.3. Response Frequencies Categorized by Position Level
Number of Respondents

Percent

Supervisors

904

47.4

Managers

979

51.4

Executives

23

1.2

1,906

100

Total

Data Analyses
The data were checked using diagnostic procedures through various Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences 15.0 (SPSS) programs for accuracy of data downloading,
missing values, and fit between their distributions and assumptions of multivariate
analysis for all items. The internal reliability of the scales representing partnership
attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control was determined using
Cronbach’s Alpha and was found adequate for use with statistical procedures (Table 3.4).
Logistic regression analysis was chosen because it involves fewer violations of
assumptions. First, independent variables do not need to be normally distributed, linearly
related, or have equal within-group variances. Second, logistic regression can handle
nominal, ordinal, or interval-ratio explanatory variables. Last, logistic regression analysis
is appropriate when group sizes are unequal in the dependent variable (Cohen, Cohen,
West, & Aiken, 2003; Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).
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Data were analyzed using SPSS in the form of:
1.

preliminary data checks (i.e., values outside of range, frequency distributions,
measure of central tendency, and standard deviations).

2.

mean index scores for each battery of questions pertaining to attitudes,
subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control.

3.

logistic regression, (i.e., overall model evaluation, statistical test of individual
predictors, goodness-of-fit statistics, and validations of predicted
probabilities) of the Model of Intention to Perform Partnership Behavior.

Table 3.4. Cronbach's alpha coefficients of the survey instrument.
Number of Items

Cronbach's Coefficient

KSA
Importance Scale

31

0.97

KSA
Preparation Scale

31

0.98

Attitude Scale

21

0.88
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Conceptual Framework
The Model of Intention to Perform Partnership Behavior, adapted from Ajzen’s
(1991) Theory of Planned Behavior, provided a conceptual framework for the study, and
is illustrated in figure 3.1. The primary goal of this research was to examine the
relationship between partnership attitudes, subjective norms, perceived behavioral
control, past partnership experiences, and other agency characteristics as potential
determinants of behavioral intention to engage in partnerships.
Past Partnership
Experiences

Behavioral Beliefs
(21 Items)

Attitude regarding
partnership behavior

Normative Beliefs
(32 Items)

Subjective Norm
regarding partnership
behavior

Control Beliefs
(32 Items)

Perceived
Behavioral Control
regarding partnership
behavior

Agency
Characteristics

Intention to Perform
Partnership Behaviors

Figure 3.1. Model of Intention to Perform Partnership Behavior adapted from Ajzen
(1991)
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Chapter IV
Descriptive Findings
“Alone we can do so little; together we can do so much.” -Helen Keller

Descriptive statistics for agency and demographic characteristics are presented in
this chapter. These characteristics describe respondents’ positions within the agency;
administratively, geographically, and by type of park unit. Selected demographics are
also presented. Measures of consequential, normative, and control beliefs also are
described in the context of explaining partnership behavioral intent, further enhancing the
descriptive profiles of the sample and serving as the foundation for testing the Model of
Intention to Perform Partnership Behavior.

Description of the Study Population
Agency Characteristics and Individual Demographics. As. As can be seen in
Table 4.1, 85% of the respondents reported holding a rank of GS-11 or higher. The
overwhelming majority (97%) were permanent, full-time employees who averaged 18
years of service in the agency and 21 years in the federal government. The average
respondent was 49 years old, white (84%), male (58%), and had a completed a bachelor’s
degree or higher (77%), as shown in Table 4.2.
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Table 4.1. Selected Agency Characteristics of the Study Population
N

Percent of Total

Supervisor

904

40.6

Manager

979

57.7

Executive

23

1.7

GS-10 or below

269

15.4

GS-11

475

24.9

GS-12

433

25.0

GS-13

321

16.8

GS-14

164

9.4

GS-15

73

4.2

Permanent Employee

875

97.1

Temporary Employee

35

1.8

Full-Time Employee

874

97.0

Part-Time Employee

27

1.4

Management Level

GS Rank

Employment Status
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Table 4.2. Selected Individual Characteristics of the Study Population
N

Percent of Total

1,086

58.3

Female

775

41.6

American Indian/Alaskan

36

2.0

Hispanic or Latino

71

3.9

Black or African American

84

4.6

Asian

21

1.1

White

1,544

84.1

Native Hawaiian

23

1.3

Other

56

3.1

High School

94

5.3

Some College

234

12.8

Associate Degree

97

5.3

Bachelor’s Degree

799

43.7

Master’s Degree

522

28.6

Doctoral Degree

79

4.3

Gender
Male

Race/National Origin

Education
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Division. The NPS is organized into twelve operational and support divisions.
As shown in Table 4.3, all divisions are represented in the study. The largest divisions
include interpretation (18.5%), maintenance (14.9%), visitor and resource protection
(14.7%), natural resource management (13.6%), administration (12.7%), and
superintendent’s office (11.8%). Smaller divisions include fee management (2.3%),
partnerships planning management (1.4%), park planning (1.2%), concession
management (0.9%), and public affairs/public information office (0.4%).

Table 4.3. Description of Operational and Support Divisions
N

Percent of Total

Administration

232

12.7

Cultural Resource Management

140

7.7

Concession Management

17

0.9

Fee Management

42

2.3

Interpretation

336

18.5

Visitor and Resource Protection

267

14.6

Maintenance

272

14.9

Natural Resource Management

247

13.6

Partnerships Planning Management

25

1.4

Public Affairs/Public Information Office

7

0.4

Park Planning

21

1.2

Superintendent’s Office

214

11.8

1,820

100.0

Total
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Region. Respondents were distributed across the seven park regions, as well as
within support centers and the Washington Office (Table 4.4). The largest number of
respondents reported being in parks in the Intermountain (21.8%), Pacific West (19.1%),
Northeast (15.5%), Southeast (13.9%), and Midwest (12.4%) regions. Smaller regions
included the National Capital (7%), Alaska (3.4%), the Washington Office (5.9%) and
Centers (1.1%).

Table 4.4. Distribution of Respondents across NPS Regions
N

Percent of Total

Alaska

62

3.4

Intermountain

396

21.8

Northeast

281

15.5

National Capital

127

7.0

Midwest

225

12.4

Pacific West

347

19.1

Southeast

252

13.8

Centers

20

1.1

Washington Office

108

5.9

1,818

100.0

Total

63

Park Unit. Park units are the basic management entity of the NPS and, depending
on the language in each park’s organic act, they are designated as one of eighteen
different types of park units or support offices. Table 4.5 shows the distribution of
respondents across each of these eighteen categories. The largest number of respondents
reported being assigned to a national park (35.1%), national historic park (8.7%), national
monument (7.5%), national historic site (7.2%), or national recreation area (7.0%).
Furthermore, 147 respondents worked in regional offices (7.9%), and 94 were assigned to
the Washington Office. Slightly more than 4% of the sample reported being assigned to a
unit other than one of the units described. All 18 categories were represented in the
sample.
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Table 4.5. Distribution of Respondents by Type of Park Unit
N

Percent of Total

National Battlefield

31

1.7

National Historical Park

162

8.7

National Historic Site

134

7.2

National Lakeshore

25

1.3

National Memorial

35

1.9

National Monument

139

7.5

National Military Park

39

2.1

National Park

654

35.1

National Parkway

32

1.7

National Preserve

30

1.6

National Reserve

2

0.1

National Recreation Area

131

7.0

National River

37

2.0

National Trail

10

0.5

National Seashore

52

2.8

NPS Regional Office

147

7.9

NPS Support Office

29

1.6

NPS Washington Office

94

5.1

Other

78

4.2

Total

1,861

100.0
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Past Partnership Behaviors and Future Intent
The majority of respondents reported being engaged in multiple partnerships
(57%), but almost one-quarter of the managers, supervisors, and executives were not
engaged in any partnership at the time the study was conducted. Moreover, one out of
every eight respondents (12%) reported having no experience working with partnerships.
While an overwhelming majority (70%) stated that their past experience was
rewarding and productive, 18% indicated their past partnership experiences were
“difficult, frustrating, and not very productive.” Furthermore, 92% of the respondents
indicated that they expect to be engaged in one or more partnerships in the future because
that “will be a primary way the NPS will conduct business” (51%), or because they
believed that partnerships are, “a better way to conduct park business in the future”
(41%), as shown in Table 4.6.
Respondents were asked to quantify how many partnerships they had been
involved with in the proceeding five years, regardless of agency affiliation. Respondents
reported having been engaged in an average of 8.61 partnerships. Over half of the
respondents (56.5%) reported involvement in five partnerships or fewer, while a small
percentage (3%) reported being involved in more than 50 partnerships (Table 4.11).
Further examination of the data by employment level revealed some very
interesting patterns of partnership behavior, particularly between employees in
supervisory and managerial positions. As can be seen in Table 4.7, supervisors were the
most likely to report having no experience with partnerships (14.8%), not being currently
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engaged in any partnership (31.9%), and the most likely to avoid becoming involved in
partnerships in the future (12.3%).
Managers, on the other hand, were the most likely to report that their past
partnership experiences were rewarding and productive (74.5%), and the most likely to
be engaged in multiple partnerships (68%). They also exhibited the strongest measures
of intent to be engaged in partnerships in the future. Almost 95% of managers intend to
be engaged in partnerships, but they were almost equally split regarding the reasons
driving the intention (Table 4.9).
Like managers, executives also showed a strong proclivity toward partnerships.
A large majority of these employees had positive past experiences (70%), were currently
engaged in multiple partnerships (65%), and intend to engage in partnerships because
they believe it will be a better way to conduct park business in the future (65%).
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Table 4.6. Past Partnership Behaviors and Future Intent with Organizations outside of the NPS
I have no experience working
with partnerships.

Past Partnership Experience

12%
(n=186)
I am not currently engaged in
any partnership activity with the
NPS.
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Current Partnership
Experience

18%
(n=288)
I am engaged in one partnership
program/project.

24%
(n=391)

I will try to avoid becoming
involved in a partnership if I
can.

Future Partnership Intent

My past experience working with
partnerships was difficult,
frustrating, and not very
productive.

19%
(n=307)

I expect to be engaged in one or
more partnerships because this
will be a primary way the NPS
will conduct park business in
the future.

8%
(n=134)

51%
(n=809)
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My past experience working with
partnerships was rewarding and
productive.
70%
(n=1,142)
I am engaged in multiple
partnerships programs/projects.
57%
(n=926)

I intend to be engaged in one or
more partnerships because I believe
this is a better way to conduct park
business in the future.

41%
(n=647)

Table 4.7. Past Partnership Behaviors by Employment Level

I have no experience working
with partnerships.

Supervisor
Manager

Executive

My past experience working with
partnerships was difficult,
frustrating, and not very
productive.

My past experience working with
partnerships was rewarding and
productive.

15%
(n=110)

19%
(n=140)

66%
(n=492)

9%
(n=74)

17%
(n=144)

74%
(n=636)

10%
(n=2)

20%
(n=4)

70%
(n=14)
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Table 4.8. Current Partnership Experiences by Employment Level
I am not currently engaged in
any partnership activity with
the NPS.
Supervisor
Manager

Executive

I am engaged in one partnership
program/project.

I am engaged in multiple
partnerships programs/projects.

32%
(n=239)

24%
(n=178)

44%
(n=332)

17%
(n=147)

15%
(n=127)

68%
(n=581)

25%
(n=5)

10%
(n=2)

65%
(n=13)
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70

Table 4.9. Future Partnership Intent by Employment Levels
I will try to avoid becoming
involved in a partnership if I
can.

Supervisor
Manager
Executive

I expect to be engaged in one or
more partnerships because this
will be a primary way the NPS
will conduct park business in
the future.

I intend to be engaged in one or
more partnerships because I believe
this is a better way to conduct park
business in the future.
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12%
(n=90)

56%
(n=406)

32%
(n=234)

5%
(n=43)

47%
(n=397)

48%
(n=400)

5%
(n=1)

30%
(n=6)

65%
(n=13)

Table 4.10. Average Number of Partnerships in the Previous Five Years by Employment Level
M
Supervisor

6.67

Manager

10.11

Executive

12.39
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Table 4.11. Frequency Distribution of Past Partnership Experiences in the Five Previous
Years, Regardless of Agency Affiliation
Number of Partnerships
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
30
31
35
36
40
48
50
> 50
Total

N

Percent of Total

153
160
169
154
183
83
48
33
17
142
8
47
5
12
45
7
5
4
2
53
5
3
2
4
25
1
2
4
15
3
1
1
3
1
5
43
1,448

10.6
11.0
11.7
10.6
12.6
5.7
3.3
2.3
1.2
9.8
0.6
3.2
0.3
0.8
3.1
0.5
0.3
0.3
0.1
3.7
0.3
0.2
0.1
0.3
1.7
0.1
0.1
0.3
1.0
0.2
0.1
0.1
0.2
0.1
0.3
3.0
100.0

Mean = 8.61, Std. Dev. = 10.211
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Consequential Beliefs
Consequential belief statements describing specific motivations for, and
constraints to, engaging in partnerships were posed to study participants. They are shown
in Tables 4.12 (motivations) and 4.13 (constraints).
Motivations. Statements describing motivations included twelve items, where
respondents were asked to rate their agreement/disagreement along a Likert-type scale
ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). Respondents reported the
strongest agreement with the statements that “partnerships gave others a better
understanding of their site/park, the NPS, and its mission” (M = 5.27), and that “leaders
in the NPS should promote and support partnerships as a means of accomplishing
mission-oriented goals” (M = 5.26). They also agreed that “partnerships resulted in more
constructive, less adversarial attitudes among stakeholders” (M = 5.07) and that their
“supervisors encouraged them to partner with other organizations” (M = 5.04).
Over 60% of survey respondents agreed that partnerships “increase trust and
reduce suspicion among agencies and organizations,” “…result in better coordination of
policies/practices of multiple stakeholders,” “expand the agency's capacity for
leadership,” “allow the pooling of resources,” and “allow the agency to capitalize on the
strengths of other organizations, while concentrating NPS resources in the areas of most
critical need.” Slightly more than half of the study participants agreed that “partnerships
with others can lead to better management decisions” and “greater innovation and
effectiveness,” as well as “improve communications among partners and make it easier to
deal with problems.”
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Table 4.12. Frequency Distributions and Mean Scores regarding Consequential Beliefs
(Motivations)
Consequential Belief Statements

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

M

SD

4.1

5.6

5.9

12.8

15.6

27.6

27.6

5.27

1.70

4.2

3.6

5.9

17.1

16.2

23.1

29.8

5.26

1.66

3.6

5.0

8.0

16.5

19.2

26.8

20.9

5.07

1.62

6.6

7.4

6.6

15.3

13.1

20.2

30.7

5.04

1.89

5.5

6.9

8.0

16.5

17.6

25.2

20.2

4.90

1.75

2.7

4.8

7.5

25.0

23.5

22.8

13.6

4.85

1.47

4.6

6.8

9.2

18.3

20.2

24.0

16.8

4.82

1.67

Motivations
10. Partnerships give others a
better understanding of my site
park, the NPS, and its mission.
21. Leaders in the NPS should
promote and support
partnerships as a means of
accomplishing mission-oriented
goals.
11. Partnerships result in more
constructive, less adversarial
attitudes among stakeholders.
12. My supervisors encourage
me to partner with other
organizations.
7. Partnerships increase trust and
reduce suspicion among
agencies and organizations.
16. Partnerships result in better
coordination of
policies/practices of multiple
stakeholders.
6. Partnerships expand the
agency's capacity for leadership
because decisions are influenced
by people with different
perspectives.

Where 1=Strongly Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree
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Table 4.12. Frequency Distributions and Mean Scores regarding Consequential Beliefs
(Motivations), Cont.
Consequential Belief Statements

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

M

SD

4.8

6.0

9.2

20.9

20.0

22.7

16.4

4.79

1.65

5.2

7.0

8.0

19.6

21.4

25.5

13.3

4.75

1.65

7.2

9.2

11.4

19.0

12.1

17.7

23.4

4.66

1.90

6.8

8.7

10.9

19.3

15.7

17.7

20.8

4.65

1.84

6.8

10.1

11.1

18.8

14.9

17.5

20.9

4.61

1.87

Motivations
15. Partnerships allow the
pooling of resources, thus saving
time and money for each partner.
18. Partnerships allow the
agency to capitalize on the
strengths of other organizations,
while concentrating NPS
resources in the areas of most
critical need.
1. Partnerships with others
(public, private or not-for-profit
organizations) can lead to better
management decisions.
2. Partnerships lead to greater
innovation and effectiveness.
3. Partnerships improve
communications among partners
and make it easier to deal with
problems.

Where 1=Strongly Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree
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Constraints. Nine statements describing constraints to partnerships were
presented to respondents, who were asked to rate their agreement/disagreement with
these statements along the same seven-point Likert-type scale. Respondents agreed that
the following were constraints to engaging in partnerships: “accountability requirements
within the agency increase,” (M = 4.50) “the reward structure provides little incentive to
partner,” (M = 4.50) “employees are challenged to find flexibility within the rules to
support and/or participate in partnerships with other organizations,” (M = 4.47) and
“different budgeting processes and regulations inhibit partnerships” (M = 4.29).
Respondents answered neutrally with the statement that “partnering is difficult because
most organizations we would potentially collaborate with have conflicting missions,
approaches, and/or objectives.” Over half of the respondents disagreed that “entering
into partnerships is just too difficult because of the bureaucratic processes and
regulations,” “partnerships were avoided due to insufficient number of people to do the
basic tasks of managing the park,” “a lack of comfort with the mistrust that accompanies
establishing and maintaining partnerships prevents the park from entering into
partnerships,” or that partnerships “always lead to a power struggle among the
participants.”
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Table 4.13. Frequency Distributions and Mean Scores regarding Consequential Beliefs
(Constraints)
Consequential Belief Statements

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

M

SD

4.9

8.1

13.6

21.1

20.9

19.9

11.4

4.50

1.64

5.3

9.1

11.4

25.1

16.8

18.0

14.3

4.50

1.70

6.3

9.7

10.0

24.2

17.9

18.2

13.6

4.47

1.72

6.0

12.0

13.7

21.5

19.1

17.4

10.2

4.29

1.70

6.7

13.7

18.7

20.2

18.7

14.9

7.1

4.04

1.66

12.1

16.7

17.7

20.7

15.9

12.0

4.9

3.67

1.70

Constraints
9. As accountability
requirements within the agency
increase, it makes partnering
with others increasingly complex
and difficult.
17. The reward structure of this
agency provides little incentive
to partner with others.
13. I am frequently challenged to
find flexibility within the rules to
support and/or participate in
partnerships with other
organizations.
5. Different budgeting processes
and regulations inhibit our
ability to partner.
4. Partnering is difficult because
most organizations we would
potentially collaborate with have
conflicting missions,
approaches, and/or objectives.
8. Entering into partnerships is
just too difficult because of our
bureaucratic processes and
regulations.

Where 1=Strongly Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree
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Table 4.13. Frequency Distributions and Mean Scores regarding Consequential Beliefs
(Constraints)
Consequential Belief Statements

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

M

SD

22.9

17.8

12.3

18.4

11.7

9.7

7.2

3.36

1.91

16.4

22.1

15.4

24.0

10.5

8.3

3.4

3.29

1.66

15.8

21.3

17.7

24.0

11.2

7.0

3.0

3.26

1.60

Constraints
19. In our park, we do not enter
into partnerships because we
have an insufficient number of
people to do the basic tasks of
managing the park.
14. I am uncomfortable with the
mistrust that accompany
establishing and maintaining
partnerships.
20. Partnerships always lead to a
power struggle among the
participants.

Where 1=Strongly Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree
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Normative Beliefs
The survey instrument included thirty-two statements regarding normative beliefs;
respondents were asked to rate the importance of each statement along a seven-point
Likert-type scale, ranging from not important (1) to extremely important (7). Normative
belief statements are listed in Table 4.14 in descending order of importance.
Respondents reported five normative beliefs as being very important: “effective
communication, listening, and interpersonal skills” (M = 6.75), “knowledge of
negotiating skills and techniques to find mutually acceptable solutions” (M = 6.19),
“ability to facilitate solutions to resolve conflicts” (M = 6.14), “ability to facilitate group
processes” (M = 6.14), and “ability to enable people to join together from different units
to accomplish a task” (M = 6.00). These normative beliefs all deal with forms of
communication as well as negotiating skills that enable stakeholders to work together in a
collaborative agreement. Additionally, nine other statements were reported as being
important and included more management, leadership, and organizational practice issues
such as “demonstrating collaborative leadership” (M = 5.99), “skilled at helping
individuals understand the wider context of their work” (M = 5.81), “skilled at creating a
workplace where innovation, creativity, and reasoned risk-taking are encouraged” (M =
5.74), “ability to communicate strategic goals and identify problems” (M = 5.68),
“ensure that innovative partnerships are encouraged while operating within DOI/NPS
regulatory boundaries” (M = 5.30), “ability to work effectively with the NPS Contracting
and Procurement processes” (M = 5.28), and “ability to identify and work collaboratively
with communities” (M = 5.26). Respondents ranked bureaucracy-related statements as
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least important, including: “ability to work with the Solicitor’s Office” (M = 4.76),
“establishing partnerships with foundations and other non-profit organizations,” (M =
4.71) and “understanding of grants, fundraising, and the partnership processes” (M =
4.36). No statements were considered unimportant by respondents.
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Table 4.14. Frequency Distributions and Mean Scores regarding Normative Beliefs
Normative Belief Statements

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

M

SD

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.9

4.0

13.5

81.4

6.75

0.59

0.2

0.3

1.1

5.2

15.2

27.6

50.4

6.19

1.01

0.2

0.8

1.4

6.2

14.0

28.3

49.1

6.14

1.08

0.3

0.4

2.1

7.1

16.0

28.2

46.0

6.07

1.10

0.6

1.1

1.8

7.1

16.6

29.1

43.7

6.00

1.18

0.3

0.9

1.9

6.8

17.4

31.5

41.2

5.99

1.12

0.7

0.9

2.7

10.0

19.7

29.6

36.4

5.81

1.22

10.1

18.7

28.0

36.7

5.74

1.34

In the performance of your
present job, how important are
the following professional
competencies?
1i. Effective communication,
listening, and interpersonal
skills.
2i. Knowledge of negotiating
skills and techniques to find
mutually acceptable solutions.
3i. Ability to facilitate solutions
to resolve conflicts that impede
healthy networks.
4i. Ability to facilitate group
processes (i.e. team building,
forging consensus, and building
trust).
6i. Ability to enable people to
join together from different units
to accomplish a task.
5i. Understanding of and ability
to demonstrate collaborative
leadership.
7i. Skilled at helping individuals
understand the wider context of
their work and the larger goals
of the NPS.

17i. Skilled at creating a
1.1
2.1
3.2
workplace where innovation,
creativity, and reasoned risktaking are encouraged.
Where 1=Not Important and 7= Extremely Important
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Table 4.14. Frequency Distributions and Mean Scores regarding Normative Beliefs, Cont.
Normative Belief Statements

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Mean

SD

1.2

2.5

3.5

9.9

19.7

29.0

34.1

5.68

1.36

1.6

2.7

4.6

10.9

18.6

27.2

34.5

5.62

1.43

0.9

2.1

3.7

11.7

23.2

28.7

29.9

5.60

1.31

1.5

3.3

4.7

11.4

18.0

27.9

33.2

5.58

1.45

1.3

2.2

4.8

14.2

22.1

28.5

26.9

5.47

1.38

2.8

4.7

4.8

12.8

18.0

24.5

32.4

5.41

1.60

In the performance of your
present job, how important are
the following professional
competencies?
19a. Ability to communicate
strategic goals, performance
expectations, and collaborative
work necessary to reach
common goals.
31i. Knowledge of the
techniques used to resolve
conflicts, grievances,
confrontations, or disagreements
in a constructive manner.
21i. Ability to help others focus
on mutual ideas, processes,
interests, and outcomes.
10i. Ability to develop solutions
that cut across traditional
department or park boundaries
which foster Servicewide
consistency and cooperation.
9i. Use collaborative work
initiatives to increase coherence
and effectiveness within the unit.
18i. Understanding the "political
realities" both nationally and
locally where partnerships take
place.

Where 1=Not Important and 7= Extremely Important
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Table 4.14. Frequency Distributions and Mean Scores regarding Normative Beliefs, Cont.
Normative Belief Statements

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

M

SD

2.0

3.5

4.4

12.8

19.1

26.9

31.2

5.40

1.49

3.1

4.6

6.1

11.7

18.3

22.9

33.4

5.39

1.63

2.2

2.7

5.9

13.6

21.3

26.8

27.5

5.39

1.48

2.7

3.2

5.7

12.2

21.6

27.9

26.9

5.38

1.51

3.6

4.4

6.3

14.5

17.1

23.6

30.4

5.30

1.66

5.5

5.4

6.4

11.0

14.7

24.2

32.9

5.28

1.79

In the performance of your
present job, how important are
the following professional
competencies?
11i. Ability to effectively plan
for the commitments needed to
build a successful partnership
(e.g., staff time and skills,
possible financial commitments,
and other resources).
12i. Ability to manage
partnerships effectively to
achieve NPS mission.
Establishes, nurtures, maintains,
evaluates, troubleshoots, and
when necessary, dissolves
partnerships.
8i. Demonstrate methods to
ensure that NPS work units' and
partners' cultures can move the
NPS mission forward.
20i. Ability to identify a problem
and communicate the need for a
collaborative solution in which a
partnership could help.
15i. Ensure that innovative
partnerships are encouraged
while operating within DOI/NPS
regulatory boundaries.
29i. Ability to work effectively
with the NPS Contracting and
Procurement process to develop
and manage agreements.

Where 1=Not Important and 7= Extremely Important
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Table 4.14. Frequency Distributions and Mean Scores regarding Normative Beliefs, Cont.
Normative Belief Statements

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

M

SD

4.1

5.5

6.5

13.6

16.8

21.8

31.7

5.26

1.72

3.1

4.9

5.8

15.9

21.4

23.5

25.5

5.20

1.60

8.4

8.2

7.2

16.0

17.0

18.6

24.5

4.79

1.91

9.8

7.5

7.7

14.3

17.3

18.7

24.6

4.76

1.95

9.6

8.4

8.6

14.3

16.8

19.2

23.1

4.71

1.95

6.7

7.9

9.4

18.3

20.1

17.7

19.8

4.70

1.80

In the performance of your
present job, how important are
the following professional
competencies?
15i. Ability to identify and work
collaboratively with
communities.
16i. Ability to assess how shortand long- term goals can be
achieved through partnerships
and collaborative initiatives.
22i. Knowledge of the concepts,
policies, and practices related to
donations and fundraising
partnerships in the NPS.
30i. Ability to work effectively
with the Solicitor's Office to
develop and manage agreements.
24i. Ability to establish and
sustain viable partnerships with
foundations and other nonprofit
organizations.
14a. Ability to work with and
through others in achieving a
citizen-focused, seamless
network of parks, historic places,
and open spaces.

Where 1=Not Important and 7= Extremely Important

84

Table 4.14. Frequency Distributions and Mean Scores regarding Normative Beliefs, Cont.
Normative Belief Statements

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

M

SD

9.9

9.5

9.2

15.2

16.6

18.5

21.0

4.59

1.96

11.5

9.9

7.4

14.0

15.5

19.7

21.9

4.59

2.02

10.4

9.6

9.3

15.7

17.6

18.5

19.0

4.52

1.94

12.3

10.0

9.2

14.6

14.0

16.7

23.2

4.51

2.06

13.4

9.6

10.4

14.7

16.1

17.5

18.3

4.36

2.02

11.3

11.1

10.7

15.8

16.4

17.6

17.1

4.36

1.96

In the performance of your
present job, how important are
the following professional
competencies?
23i. Ability to collaborate with
various philanthropic and grantmaking entities to leverage funds
toward achieving NPS goals.
32i. Collaborates with Gateway
Communities to protect and
enhance the natural, cultural, and
visual resources of parks and
gateway communities.
28i. Understanding of the nonprofit/not-for-profit
organizational constraints,
timelines, and parameters.
27i. Ability to ensure that all
partnership construction projects
meet agency requirements.
25i. Knowledge of concepts,
policies, and practices relevant
to fundraising.
26i. Knowledge of the
partnership construction process.

Where 1=Not Important and 7= Extremely Important
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Control Beliefs
Survey participants were asked to rate their overall preparedness regarding thirtytwo control belief statements along a seven-point Likert-type scale, ranging from
unprepared (1) to fully competent (7). Control belief statements are listed in ascending
order of preparation, unprepared to fully competent, in Table 4.15. Respondents felt least
prepared for dealing with the following bureaucratic procedures and philanthropic
endeavors: “knowledge of concepts, policies and practices relevant to fundraising” (M =
3.13), “understanding of the non-profit organizational constraints, timelines, and
parameters” (M = 3.32), “knowledge of the concepts, policies, and practices related to
donations and fundraising partnerships in the NPS” (M = 3.44), “ability to establish and
sustain viable partnerships with foundations and other nonprofit organizations” (M =
3.53), and “ability to work effectively with the Solicitor's Office to develop and manage
agreements” (M = 3.75). Over half of respondents reported being competent in
communicating, negotiating, and problem-solving abilities including: “ability to manage
partnerships effectively to achieve NPS mission,” “working collaboratively with
communities, knowledge of the techniques used to resolve conflicts, grievances,
confrontations, or disagreements in a constructive manner,” “ability to identify a problem
and communicate the need for a collaborative solution in which a partnership could
help,” “skilled at creating a workplace where innovation, creativity, and reasoned risktaking are encouraged,” and “most competent in effective communication, listening, and
interpersonal skills.”
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Table 4.15. Frequency Distributions and Mean Scores regarding Control Beliefs
Control Belief Statements

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

M

SD

0.9

1.3

2.6

10.3

24.0

33.9

27.0

5.65

1.21

1.7

2.5

7.0

16.1

27.2

28.6

16.9

5.18

1.37

1.6

3.2

6.6

16.6

25.2

29.1

17.6

5.18

1.39

1.6

3.2

7.5

15.7

28.9

28.4

14.6

5.11

1.08

1.8

3.1

8.0

20.1

28.4

25.5

13.1

4.99

1.37

2.1

3.7

8.6

19.6

26.5

25.9

13.6

4.97

1.42

2.0

4.4

8.7

19.6

27.3

24.8

13.3

4.93

1.43

3.5

5.7

10.0

17.4

25.7

23.6

14.1

4.83

1.56

Rate your overall preparation to
participate effectively in
partnerships.
1p. Effective communication,
listening, and interpersonal
skills.
6p. Ability to enable people to
join together from different units
to accomplish a task.
7p. Skilled at helping individuals
understand the wider context of
their work and the larger goals
of the NPS.
3p. Ability to facilitate solutions
to resolve conflicts that impede
healthy networks.
2p. Knowledge of negotiating
skills and techniques to find
mutually acceptable solutions.
5p. Understanding of and ability
to demonstrate collaborative
leadership.
4p. Ability to facilitate group
processes (i.e. team building,
forging consensus, and building
trust.)
17p. Skilled at creating a
workplace where innovation,
creativity, and reasoned risktaking are encouraged.

Where 1=unprepared and 7=fully competent
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Table 4.15. Frequency Distributions and Mean Scores regarding Control Beliefs, Cont.
Control Belief Statements

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Mean

SD

3.0

6.1

10.2

20.1

25.9

22.9

11.7

4.75

1.51

2.9

7.4

10.5

19.0

25.0

23.2

12.0

4.73

1.55

3.8

8.0

11.3

17.8

25.9

21.3

11.9

4.66

1.59

3.7

5.8

11.4

23.2

26.2

20.7

8.9

4.60

1.49

4.8

8.0

12.2

21.6

23.9

20.0

9.5

4.50

1.59

6.4

10.9

12.7

16.6

20.5

20.8

12.1

4.45

1.75

4.9

6.2

13.2

25.2

24.2

18.6

7.7

4.44

1.52

Rate your overall preparation to
participate effectively in
partnerships.
21p. Ability to help others focus
on mutual ideas, processes,
interests, and outcomes.
19p. Ability to communicate
strategic goals, performance
expectations, and collaborative
work necessary to reach
common goals.
20p. Ability to identify a
problem and communicate the
need for a collaborative solution
in which a partnership could
help.
9p. Use collaborative work
initiatives to increase coherence
and effectiveness within the unit.
10p. Ability to develop solutions
that cut across traditional
department or park boundaries
which foster Servicewide
consistency and cooperation.
18p. Understanding the "political
realities" both nationally and
locally where partnerships take
place.
8p. Demonstrate methods to
ensure that NPS work units' and
partners' cultures can move the
NPS mission forward.

Where 1=unprepared and 7=fully competent
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Table 4.15. Frequency Distributions and Mean Scores regarding Control Beliefs, Cont.
Control Belief Statements

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Mean

SD

6.6

9.6

12.0

20.8

20.0

19.0

11.9

4.43

1.72

5.3

10.1

13.0

20.2

24.7

17.8

9.0

4.38

1.62

6.5

11.9

13.8

17.5

19.9

19.7

10.8

4.35

1.74

6.7

9.1

13.4

22.1

21.4

17.8

9.5

4.34

1.67

6.8

9.7

14.2

21.3

21.6

18.1

8.3

4.29

1.66

8.4

11.8

14.3

21.4

18.9

17.4

7.7

4.13

1.71

Rate your overall preparation to
participate effectively in
partnerships.
12p. Ability to manage
partnerships effectively to
achieve NPS mission.
Establishes, nurtures, maintains,
evaluates, troubleshoots, and,
when necessary, dissolves
partnerships.
31p. Knowledge of the
techniques used to resolve
conflicts, grievances,
confrontations, or disagreements
in a constructive manner.
15p. Ability to identify and work
collaboratively with
communities.
11p. Ability to effectively plan
for the commitments needed to
build a successful partnership
(e.g., staff time and skills,
possible financial commitments,
and other resources).
16p. Ability to assess how shortand long- term goals can be
achieved through partnerships
and collaborative initiatives.
13p. Ensure that innovative
partnerships are encouraged
while operating within DOI/NPS
regulatory boundaries.

Where 1=unprepared and 7=fully competent
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Table 4.15. Frequency Distributions and Mean Scores regarding Control Beliefs, Cont.
Control Belief Statements

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

M

SD

11.0

13.6

12.7

16.7

18.7

16.6

10.7

4.11

1.79

11.6

15.4

15.0

20.7

17.3

13.7

6.3

3.83

1.75

17.3

15.8

13.4

14.3

16.4

12.9

9.8

3.75

1.96

16.7

16.6

14.9

17.6

15.5

12.0

6.8

3.62

1.85

18.3

17.3

15.3

15.5

15.6

12.3

5.7

3.53

1.85

18.4

18.7

14.6

17.7

15.0

10.5

5.0

3.44

1.81

22.1

18.7

14.5

17.3

14.4

8.9

4.2

3.27

1.79

Rate your overall preparation to
participate effectively in
partnerships.
29p. Ability to work effectively
with the NPS Contracting and
Procurement process to develop
and manage agreements.
14p. Ability to work with and
through others in achieving a
citizen-focused, seamless
network of parks, historic places
and open spaces.
30p. Ability to work effectively
with the Solicitor's Office to
develop and manage agreements.
32p. Collaborates with Gateway
Communities to protect and
enhance the natural, cultural, and
visual resources of parks and
gateway communities.
24p. Ability to establish and
sustain viable partnerships with
foundations and other nonprofit
organizations.
22p. Knowledge of the concepts,
policies, and practices related to
donations and fundraising
partnerships in the NPS.
23p. Ability to collaborate with
various philanthropic and grant
making entities to leverage funds
toward achieving NPS goals.

Where 1=unprepared and 7=fully competent
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Table 4.15. Frequency Distributions and Mean Scores regarding Control Beliefs, Cont.

Control Belief Statements

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

M

SD

21.7

19.0

15.5

14.5

13.7

10.2

5.4

3.32

1.85

25.4

18.2

14.4

14.7

12.0

9.5

5.8

3.21

1.89

21.8

21.5

15.4

15.9

13.4

8.1

3.9

3.18

1.76

24.7

18.5

16.9

15.3

12.5

7.6

4.5

3.13

1.79

Rate your overall preparation to
participate effectively in
partnerships.
28p. Understanding of the nonprofit/not-for-profit
organizational constraints,
timelines, and parameters.
27p. Ability to ensure that all
partnership construction projects
meet agency requirements.
25p. Knowledge of concepts,
policies, and practices relevant
to fundraising.
26p. Knowledge of the
partnership construction process.

Where 1=unprepared and 7=fully competent

Summary of Descriptive Findings
On average, respondents had served 18 years with the agency, 97% were full-time
employees, and 77% had a least a bachelor’s degree. While 57% of respondents reported
being engaged in multiple partnerships, 41% intended to be engaged in one or more
partnerships because they believe it is a better way to conduct park business in the future.
Respondents reported being involved in an average of eight partnerships with
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organizations outside the NPS over the previous five years. Only 12% reported no
experience working with partnerships.
National Park Service supervisors, managers, and executives are generally
motivated to partner because they believe the process offers others a better understanding
of their park and the NPS while accomplishing mission-oriented goals. They reported
that their boss encouraged them to partner and that it resulted in more constructive, less
adversarial attitudes among stakeholders. In spite of these motivations to partner,
respondents felt the majority of constraints to partnering with outside organizations were
due to organizational barriers, including lack of reward structure, increased accountability
requirements within the agency, different budgeting processes and regulations, and
inflexible rules that were disincentives to partnering. Respondents reported
communication, listening, and interpersonal skills as the most important partnership
competencies to have in the conduct of their current jobs. Other communication and
problem-solving skills were reported as important, while philanthropic procedures, like
fundraising, and bureaucratic processes, like dealing with the Solicitor’s office, were of
least importance. Respondents reported they felt most competent in management skills
such as communication, problem-solving, and negotiating, while they reported feeling
least prepared to deal with philanthropic procedures and bureaucratic processes.
The next section describes the diagnostic procedures and tests the hypotheses
using inferential statistical analysis.
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Chapter V
Testing of the Hypotheses
“We must have a citizenship less concerned about what the government can do for it and
more anxious about what it can do for the nation.” -Warren Harding
The purpose of this chapter is to answer the research questions through hypothesis
testing. The hypotheses presented in chapter three were tested by preparing the data for
analysis through a set of diagnostic procedures including treatment of missing data,
identification of univariate and multivariate outliers, and multicollinearity tests.
Variables in the diagnostics were those hypothesized to answer the research questions
regarding NPS employees’ intention to engage in partnerships, the dependent variable.
Independent variable constructs included NPS employees’ partnership attitudes,
subjective norms, perceived behavioral control, past partnership experience (number of
partnerships in the proceeding five years), and agency characteristics (employment level,
division, and region).

Diagnostic Procedures
Statistics derived from data sets that include outliers often produce misleading
results; therefore, procedures for examining univariate and multivariate outliers were
necessary (Barnett & Lewis, 1987). Prior to analysis, the data were examined using
diagnostic procedures through various SPSS programs. Accuracy of data downloading,
missing values, and fit between their distributions and assumptions of multivariate
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analysis were checked (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003; Tabachnick & Fidell,
1996).
Analysis of Univariate Outliers. The downloaded data were checked for out-ofrange values, skewed means and standard deviations, and univariate outliers (Table 5.1).
Given that data were downloaded directly from a Web survey, errors in data entry were
avoided; however, potential technical issues had to be considered. Therefore, the
downloaded data were first inspected for accuracy by examining out-of-range values,
means, and standard deviations. No out of range values were identified. Next, the data
were examined for univariate outliers, where the distribution of single variables were
examined. No univariate outliers were identified.
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Table 5.1 Descriptive Statistics

N

Valid
Missing
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Mean
Median
Std. Deviation
Variance
Skewness
Std. Error of
Skewness
Kurtosis
Std. Error of
Kurtosis
Minimum
Maximum

Intention to
Partner (DV)

Normative
Beliefs (IV)

Control
Beliefs (IV)

Consequential
Beliefs (IV)

Past Partnership
Experience (IV)

1590
316
2.32
2.00
.62
.38
-.35

1620
286
5.32
5.45
1.136
1.29
-.59

1509
397
4.27
4.34
1.24
1.54
-.11

1460
446
4.54
4.50
.92
.85
-.13

1448
458
2.31
2.00
1.14
1.30
.22

Agency
Mgt Level
(IV)
1906
0
4.54
5.00
.52
.27
.10

.06

.06

.063

.06

.064

-.66

-.128

-.41

-.02

.12

.122

.12

1
3

1.19
7.00

1.00
7.00
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Division
(IV)

Region
(IV)

1820
86
6.04
6.00
3.19
10.18
.18

1818
88
5.05
5.00
3.54
12.59
2.08

.056

.057

.05

-1.38

-1.41

-.45

4.88

.12

.12

.11

.11

.11

1.67
7.00

1.00
4.00

4
6

1
12

1
17

Treatment of Continuous Variables. The second step was to create new variables
for the five predictors in the model. First, respondents’ scores on the 21 statements
measuring consequential beliefs towards partnership behaviors were aggregated into a
composite index; some statements were reverse coded where appropriate. Respondent’s
scores were added and then divided by the number of statements (R individual’s scores ÷
21). Respondents received an overall index score ranging from 1 to 7, with 1
representing an extremely unsupportive attitude toward partnering and 7 representing the
most favorable attitude towards partnering.
Second, each respondent’s scores on the thirty-two statements measuring
normative beliefs were aggregated into a composite index. Once again, the overall index
score ranged from 1 to 7, with 1 representing normative beliefs unimportant to
partnership behavior and 7 representing extremely important normative beliefs. The
final computation towards partnership was calculated for control beliefs. Mean scores
ranged from 1 to 7, with 1 representing low perceived behavioral control towards
partnerships and 7 representing high perceived behavioral control.

Treatment of Categorical Variables. The continuous variable of number of
partnerships in the proceeding five years was collapsed, based on quartiles, into four
categories ranging from little partnership experience (fewer than three), some partnership
experience (four to five partnerships), several partnership experiences (six to 10), and
numerous partnership experiences (more than 10 partnerships). The final predictor in the
model, agency characteristics, included three variables depicting agency characteristics;
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employment level (three categories), division (13 categories), and region (nine
categories). These variables were not transformed and were treated as categorical.

Treatment of Missing Data. Data were then screened to identify missing values.
Typically, most statistical procedures exclude variables or cases with missing values.
However, when conducting regression analyses, effect size estimates are based on sample
sizes, which leads to incorrect statistics when missing data are not addressed. The sample
included 1,906 respondents, although missing data accounted for up to 24% of the sample
in some variables. If less than 5% are missing, Tabachnick & Fidell (1996) recommend
any standard procedure for handling missing data and states, “the pattern of missing data
is more important than the amount missing (p. 58).” Since the data set had more than 5%
missing, a Missing Value Analysis (SPSS MVA) was run specifically to test for patterns
of missing values; the results of this analysis are shown in Table 5.2 . There appear to be
patterns of missing data that would limit the generalizability of the study; therefore, a
listwise-deletion was employed, resulting in 1,079 cases for analysis (Fichman &
Cummings, 2003).
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Table 5.2 Missing Value Patterns (SPSS MVA)

Missing Patterns
Numbe
r of
Cases

IV
Mgt
Level

IV
Division

IV
Region

IV
Norms

DV

IV
Attitude

IV
Control

IV
Partner

1,079
112

X

20

X

85

X

79

X

54
24

X

X
X

24

X

63

X

X

24

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

146
22

X

X

X

X
X

Missing Value Analysis (SPSS MVA) specifically test for patterns of missing values.
There appeared to be patterns of missing data where the X represents missing values.
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Analysis of Multivariate Outliers. A direct logistic regression analysis was
performed that included all predictor variables in the model. Predicted probabilities,
Studentized-deleted residuals, Leverage, and Cook’s Distance were requested and saved.
The predicted probabilities were plotted against the residual measures mentioned above
to detect discrepancies. Studentized-deleted residuals are calculated by dividing the
residual by it standard error. A Studentized-deleted residual greater than two was
deleted. Leverage checks for extreme values by detecting data points with high leverage
that have the potential of moving the regression line up or down. Dividing the number of
parameters by the number of subjects gives the mean value. Any value greater than 0.30
for this data set was considered large and deleted. Cook’s Distance indicates how much
actual influence each case has on the slope of the regression line. Values great than one
were considered outliers and were deleted. Sixteen cases were identified as problematic
outliers and deleted from the data set one at a time. The full model, which included all
predictor variables, was run again. Figures 5.1 (leverage), 5.2 (discrepancy), and 5.3
(global influence) show the predicated probability plot from the data set without adverse
outliers.
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0.25000

Leverage value

0.20000

0.15000

0.10000

0.05000

0.00000
0.00000

0.20000

0.40000

0.60000

0.80000

1.00000

Predicted probability

Figure 5.1 Full Model Probability-Leverage Plot, Leverage Cases Removed
2.00000

Standard residual

1.00000

0.00000

-1.00000

-2.00000

-3.00000

-4.00000
0.00000

0.20000

0.40000

0.60000

0.80000

1.00000

Predicted probability

Figure 5.2 Full Model Probability-Residual Plot, Discrepant Cases Removed
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Analog of Cook's influence statistics

0.80000

0.60000

0.40000

0.20000

0.00000
0.00000

0.20000

0.40000

0.60000

0.80000

1.00000
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Figure 5.3 Full Model Probability-Cook’s D Plot, Global Influence Cases Removed
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Multicollinearity Diagnostic. A multicollinearity diagnostic analysis was
performed on the predictor variables. This procedure was conducted through a series of
regression analyses of one variable as the DV and all others as the IV’s. Tolerance
(variance that a particular variable shares with all others) is provided. Tolerance of less
than 0.20 indicates potential multicollinearity. The tolerance values indicate that
multicollinearity is not a problem (Table 5.3).

Table 5.3 Multicollinearity Diagnostics
R2

Tolerance= 1-R2

IV Norm

0.33

0.67

IV Control

0.31

0.69

IV Attitude

0.05

0.95

IV Partner

0.18

0.82

IV Region

0.01

0.99

IV Management Level

0.09

0.91

IV Division

0.09

0.91

Predicted Variable
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Requirements of logistic regression have been met by examining frequencies, outliers,
and multicollinearity as well as overall fit of the model and significance test for each
predictor. Furthermore, the sample size of 1,063 for five variables is a sufficient number
of cases in ratio to predictor variables(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). With these
requirements met, inferential procedures were employed to test hypotheses.

Hypotheses Testing
Three hypotheses were tested using logistic regression. The first hypothesis,
based on the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991), had to be supported before
further hypothesis testing could be conducted.
Testing of the First Hypothesis. A direct logistic regression analysis was
performed to assess predictability of respondents’ intentions to be engaged in
partnerships on the basis of the three predictors: partnership attitudes, subjective norms,
and perceived behavioral control. For ease of reference, find the hypothesis below.
H1: Respondents’ attitudes, subjective norms, and perceptions of
behavioral control to engage in partnerships can predict an employee’s
intention to engage in partnerships.
The analysis was performed using SPSS logistic regression. A test of the full
model with all three predictors was statistically reliable, x2=108.41 (d f= 3, N = 1,063), p
< 0.05, indicating that the predictors, as a set, reliably distinguish between partnership
avoidance and partnership intention. The inferential goodness-of-fit test, the HosmerLemeshow test, yielded a x2 = 7.65 (df = 8, N = 1,063), p >0.05. By rejecting the null
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hypotheses of the underlying statistical procedure, stating that all Us equal zero, this
implies that at least one U does not equal zero, suggesting that the model fits the data well
(Peng, Lee, & Ingersoll, 2002). The effect size (variance in partnership behavioral
intention accounted for) is given by McFadden’s R2. This measure is the difference
between the initial and the model -2 log-likelihood statistics, divided by the initial -2 loglikelihood and is preferred over other effect-size measures (Peng & So, 2002). The
overall effect size is McFadden’s R2 = 0.226, or 22%. The effect for each predictor is as
follows; partnership attitudes, McFadden’s R2 = 0.073, or 7.3%; subjective norms
McFadden’s R2 = 0.040, or 4%; and perceived behavioral control McFadden’s R2 =
0.021, or 2%. Although the effect size appears small and may indicate that this variable
is not important, this is the not the case. R2 has a clear definition in linear regression as
the proportion of variation in the dependent variable explained by the predictors in the
model; however, no formulas have been developed to yield an equivalent of this in
logistic regression. Peng and So (2002) concluded that the meaning of variance
explained does not correspond to predicative efficiency.
Table 5.4 shows the regression coefficient (B), Wald’s statistics, the odds ratio,
and 95% confidence intervals for the odds ratios for each of the three predictors.
According to the Wald criterion (p < 0.05), all three predictors reliably predict
partnership behavioral intention. Logistic regression coefficients (1.80, 1.57, and 3.13)
can be expressed through odds ratios. The odds ratio for the predictor variable of
subjective norms is 1.80 with a 95% confidence interval of [1.36, 2.38]. This odds ratio
of 1.8 means that an NPS supervisor, manager, or executive who intends to engage in
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partnerships in the future is 1.8 times more likely to report partnership knowledge, skills,
and abilities as important in his or her current job. The odds ratio for perceived
behavioral control was 1.57 with a 95% confidence interval of [1.18, 2.07], indicating
that respondents who intend to partner are 1.57 times more likely to feel perceived
behavioral control in regards to being prepared in partnership knowledge, skills, and
abilities. The last coefficient, partnership attitude, is the most significant in predicting
partnership intention. For respondents who intend to partner, their attitude is three times
(3.13, CI = 2.13, 4.58) more positive towards the NPS agency participating in partnership
than that of a respondent who does not intend to partner. Thus, the first hypothesis (H1)
is supported.

Table 5.4 SPSS Logistic Regression Output for Hypothesis 1
Variables

B

S.E.

Wald

df

Sig.

Exp(B)

95.0% C.I.for
EXP(B)
Lower
Upper
1.36
2.38

IVNorm

.59

.14

17.14

1

.000

Odds Ratio
1.81

IVControl

.45

.14

9.99

1

.002

1.57

1.18

2.07

IVAttitude

1.14

.19

34.43

1

.000

3.13

2.13

4.58

Constant

-6.73

1.0

44.78

1

.000

.001
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Testing of the Second Hypothesis. The next hypotheses suggest that the
predictability power of the model is strengthened with the addition of a predictor. Past
partnership experience was added to the model and tested. For ease of reference, find the
hypothesis listed below:
H2: Predictability of respondents’ intention to engage in partnerships is
strengthened when the factor of past partnership experience is added to the model
comprised of attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control.
A direct logistic regression analysis was performed to assess whether respondents
will avoid partnerships or be engaged in partnerships on the basis of the four predictors:
partnership attitudes, subjective norms, perceived behavioral control, and past partnership
experience. The analysis was performed using SPSS logistic regression. The overall
model was statistically reliable, x2 = 109.97 (df = 4, N = 1,063), p < 0.05. The inferential
goodness-of-fit test, yielded a x2 = 10.86 (df = 8, N = 1,063), p > 0.05. The overall effect
size is McFadden’s R2 = 0.232, or 23%. The effect for each predictor with the addition of
partnership is as follows: partnership attitudes, McFadden’s R2 = 0.073, or 7.3%;
subjective norms McFadden’s R2 = 0.039, or 3.9%; perceived behavioral control,
McFadden’s R2 = 0.016, or 1%; and past partnership experience, McFadden’s R2 = 0.006,
or less than 1%.
Table 5.5 shows the regression coefficient (B), Wald’s statistics, the odds ratio,
and 95% confidence intervals for the odds ratios for each predictor. According to the
Wald criterion (p < 0.05), the three original predictors are significant (partnership
attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control); however, the variable of
past partnership experience was not significant, so the addition of this variable did not
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improve the model’s ability to predict partnership behavioral intention. Thus, the second
hypothesis (H2) is not supported.

Table 5.5 SPSS Logistic Regression Output for Hypothesis 2
Variables

B

S.E.

Wald

df

Sig.

Exp(B)

95.0% C.I.for
EXP(B)
Lower
Upper
1.33
2.33

IVNorm

.56

.14

15.5

1

.000

Odds Ratio
1.76

IVControl

.41

.14

7.95

1

.005

1.50

1.13

2.00

IVAttitude

1.13

.19

34.30

1

.000

3.10

2.12

4.54

IVPartner

.18

.14

1.51

1

.219

1.19

.89

1.60

Constant

-6.79

1.0

45.32

1

.000

.001

Testing of the Third Hypothesis. The The final hypotheses suggest that the
predictability power of the model is strengthened with the addition of the variable agency
characteristics, which includes employment level, division, and region. For ease of
reference, the hypothesis is listed below:
H3: Predictability of respondents’ intention to engage in partnerships is
strengthened when the factor of agency characteristics is added to the model
comprised of attitude, subjective norms, perceived behavioral control, and past
partnership experience.
A direct logistic regression analysis was performed to assess whether respondents
will avoid partnerships or intend to be engaged in partnerships on the basis of the five
predictors: partnership attitudes, subjective norms, perceived behavioral control, past
partnership experience, and agency characteristics. The overall model is statistically
reliable, x2 = 109.973 (df = 4, N = 1,063), p < 0.05. The inferential goodness-of-fit
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yielded a x2 = 6.75 (df = 8, N = 1,063), p >0.05. The overall effect size is McFadden’s R2
= 0.24, or 24%. The effect for each predictor with the addition of the variable agency
characteristics is: partnership attitudes McFadden’s R2 = 0.076, or 7.6%; subjective
norms, McFadden’s R2 = 0.032, or 3.2%; perceived behavioral control, McFadden’s R2 =
0.016, or 1%; past partnership experience, McFadden’s R2 = 0.002, or less than 1%, and
agency characteristics, McFadden’s R2 = 0.010, or 1%.
Table 5.6 shows the regression coefficient (B), Wald’s statistics, the odds ratio,
and 95% confidence intervals for the odds ratios for each of the predictors. According to
the Wald criterion (p < 0.05), the three original predictors are significant (partnership
attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control); however, the variable of
agency characteristic was not significant, so the addition of this variable did not improve
the model’s ability to predict partnership behavioral intention. Therefore, the third
hypothesis (H3) is not supported.
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Table 5.6 SPSS Logistic Regression Output for Hypothesis 3
Variables

B

S.E.

Wald

df

Sig.

Exp(B)
Odds Ratio

95.0% C.I.for
EXP(B)
Lower
Upper

IVNorm

.54

.14

14.0

1

.000

1.72

1.29

2.30

IVControl

.40

.14

7.87

1

.005

1.50

1.13

2.00

IVAttitude

1.16

.19

35.44

1

.000

3.21

2.18

4.71

IVPartner

.16

.15

1.21

1

.270

1.18

.87

1.58

IVEmpLevel

.09

.29

.10

1

.743

1.10

.62

1.94

IVDivision

.08

.05

2.52

1

.112

1.08

.98

1.20

IVRegion

-.06

.04

2.35

1

.125

.93

.85

1.01

Constant

-7.35

1.54

22.61

1

.000

.00
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Chapter Summary
This chapter presents the results of the inferential statistical analyses. Three
hypotheses were tested. Only H1, the theory of planned behavior, was supported, while
the models with predictor variables added, H2, past partnership experience, and H3,
agency characteristics, were not supported. Three variables were statically significant in
their unique ability to predict partnership behavioral intent: partnership attitudes:
subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control. The next chapter provides a
discussion of the findings and future research.
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Chapter VI
Discussion and Conclusions
“Whenever the people are well-informed, they can be trusted with their own
government.” -Thomas Jefferson

The purpose of this study was to examine the predictability power of the Theory
of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991), along with the added influence of past partnership
experience and agency characteristics, in determining partnership behavioral intention
among NPS supervisors, managers, and executives. Four major conclusions have been
drawn from this research, along with theoretical and practical implications. The chapter
concludes with limitations of this study and discussion of recommendations for future
research.

Conclusions
First, the three primary variables described in the Theory of Planned Behavior
were found to be significant predictors of partnership behavioral intention, as
hypothesized. The strongest predictor variable was attitude. Respondents who planned
to partner in the future were three times more likely to hold a positive attitude towards
engaging in partnerships than those who did not intend to partner. Prior research shown
that attitude is generally the strongest predictor of intention in applications of the Theory
of Planned Behavior model (Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980); therefore, these
findings are consistent with those of earlier research.
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Subjective norms, operationalized as measures of the assigned importance of
partnership knowledge, skills, and abilities (KSAs), were the second significant variable
in predicting partnership intent. Respondents who intended to engage in future
partnerships were 1.8 times more likely to report partnership KSAs as important as those
who did not intend to partner. Finally, the perception of how well prepared respondents
were in performing these KSAs (perceived behavioral control) was also significant;
survey participants who planned to partner in the future were 1.57 times more likely to
feel prepared in partnership KSAs, than those who did not.
The findings associated with the latter two variables suggest that respondents who
intend to partner: (a) value skills that enable them to engage in and maintain successful
partnership relationships and (b) perceive that they are prepared to perform partnership
competencies (KSAs). This has direct implications for training and professional
development activities aimed at developing the competency of employees and begs the
question, “If the agency trains employees to manage partnerships more effectively will
this ultimately stimulate more partnership activity?”
Second, past partnership experience and agency characteristics did not
strengthen the model. The failure of the data to support the model of partnership
behavioral intention was surprising. There are several potential explanations for why
these variables did not strengthen the predictability of the original model. First, the
overwhelming majority (88%) had past experience working with partnerships, whether
frustrating or rewarding. Moreover, 76% of the respondents were engaged in one or
more partnerships at the time of the survey. Perhaps simply the number of past
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partnerships may not have been a meaningful measure of past experience where other
measures like partnership type, duration, or outcome may have explained more. Agency
characteristics may have not been significant due to the fact that upper-level employees
are often well traveled throughout the NPS over the course of their careers and are
exposed to partnerships frequently, thereby negating any regional differences.
Although agency characteristics did not meet the criterion of significance in the
models, further examination of the data by employment level revealed some very
interesting patterns of partnership behavior, particularly between employees in
supervisory and managerial positions. Supervisors were the most likely to report having
no experience with partnerships (14.8%), not being currently engaged in any partnership
(31.9%), and the most likely to avoid becoming involved in partnerships in the future
(12.3%). If agency prescriptions to increase partnership activity through training and
other measures are implemented, this segment of the management population is a logical
target.
Even though these models do much to explain the general framework of what
influences partnership intent, probing deeper into the individual components of the model
to describe patterns of partnership behavior and other phenomena provides a richer
understanding of the culture of collaborative behavior within the study population.
When statements depicting consequential beliefs (the attitude construct) were
segmented into those about motivations to partner and, in contrast, those reflecting
constraints to partnerships (i.e., negative aspects of partnerships), interesting patterns
emerged. To illustrate, the lowest mean reported among all motivation beliefs was higher
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than the highest mean reported for a constraint belief. Therefore, the third conclusion is
that there is a generally positive disposition toward partnerships held by NPS supervisors,
managers and executives. Specifically, they believed that partnerships offer others a
better understanding of their parks and the NPS while accomplishing mission-oriented
goals and that they resulted in more constructive, less adversarial attitudes among
stakeholders. Conversely, the majority of constraints were due to organizational barriers,
including lack of reward structure, increased accountability requirements within the
agency, different budgeting processes and regulations, and inflexible rules that were seen
as disincentives to partnering. In particular, NPS employees who reported being engaged
in partnerships expressed concern over requirements set forth by the Office of the
Solicitor, an office in the Department of Interior that is not a part of the NPS, where
agency and bureaucratic differences can create frustration and barriers to partnership
formation and maintenance. NPS employees, at times, construct formal contracts to
collaborate with outside partners, and the contracts are reviewed by the Office of the
Solicitor for legal purposes. This process frequently creates disagreement about legal
matters and confusion about the process of partnership formation, especially if there are
issues with the contract itself. With a different office scrutinizing NPS employees’
partnership efforts, frustration is often the result.
Fourth, contrary to past research findings, the majority of respondents disagreed
with statements that trust and power issues inhibited partnership formation and
maintenance (M =3.29 and 3.26, respectively). For example, both Gray (1989) and
Huxham and Vangen (1996) posited that problems that hinder partnership formation
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often stem from issues like trust and power where stakeholders are unwilling to share
power for fear of losing control or trusting outside partners. This, however, was not the
case for this study. One explanation may be the fact that the NPS is a large government
agency, which has the power when dealing with partners. Another possible explanation
is that partnerships have been an integral part of the agency since its inception, as the
NPS worked with different agencies, landowners, and the public to establish and maintain
parks. The term partnership has been coined by recent administrations as an alternative
management strategy for the park system; however, employees may have always used
some forms of partnership to support their individual parks without referring to them as
partnerships. Collaborative strategies may already be a regular and accepted
management practice that simply needs to be supported through training and reduction of
bureaucratic “red tape.” Therefore, one can conclude that, although respondents are
generally motivated to partner and report having the communication and negotiation
skills to do so, lack of training in these other competencies prevent, or at least inhibit,
employees from engaging in partnerships.
In conclusion, partnership behavioral intention can be predicted from an
employee’s reported consequential beliefs, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral
control. Further examination of descriptive findings revealed that employees generally
held positive views towards partnering, yet indicated constraints of bureaucratic and
organizational barriers. These results provide the NPS with information that will enable
them to target training at specific groups within the agency to increase employees’
propensity to partner.
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Implications for Theory
Diverse fields of study have documented research on partnerships and
collaborative agreements, which includes mostly case studies and anecdotal findings,
unlike this study which provides an empirical, theoretical analysis of partnerships using
the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991). The theory did predict NPS managers’,
supervisors’, and executives’ behavioral intent to engage in partnerships and, therefore,
was found to be a robust model. Although the added variables of past partnership
experience and agency characteristics did not strengthen the model, there could be other
variables that would aid in predicting behavioral intention. Potential explanatory
variables could include types of partnership experiences, duration, and outcomes as well
as past partnership training.
This study examined partnership behaviors using a single theory. Other theories,
like social exchange theory or dependency theory, to name the most applicable, could
also be utilized. While additional theories have been applied in the business sector,
expansion of other theoretical applications to the study of partnerships among public
agencies would strengthen the theoretical foundations in which partnerships are studied
and understood.

Implications for Partnership Management
These findings indicate that NPS managers, supervisors, and executives currently
hold a positive view regarding partnerships, but reported constraints caused by
organizational and bureaucratic issues. Training and practice should focus on how to
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overcome these difficulties, like dealing with the Office of the Solicitor, NPS contracting
and procurement procedures, or understanding the philanthropic process. Large
government agencies are layered bureaucratic structures through which negotiation can
be difficult. As noted by numerous researchers (Goldsmith & Eggers, 2004; Vigoda,
2002; Weber, 1921), the traditional Weberian bureaucracy includes hierarchical decisionmaking structures that tend to react slowly to new situations, and are in many ways
antithetical to the nature of collaboration (Vigoda, 2002). To reduce bureaucratic
barriers, policy and regulation requirements should be examined and modified to reduce
confusion and frustration among NPS employees. Clear guidelines and communication
channels in the partnership process within the agency would aid in reducing perceived
bureaucratic barriers. Training that focuses on fundraising and philanthropic processes
would also be appropriate to reduce the perception of barriers. Overall, frustration
towards partnerships seems to be stemming from the bureaucratic structure rather than
other issues like trust or power. This implication could be seen as positive for the agency
since attitudes are difficult to change, whereas bureaucratic policies and procedures may
be more easily modified.

Limitations
There are several limitations of this study that are important to note in order to
give more perspective to these findings. First, only the managers, supervisors, and
executives of one agency were surveyed for this study. Therefore, these findings may not
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generalizable to other park and protected area management agencies, or to different levels
of employees within the NPS.
Defining the term partnership was problematic and challenging. A specific
definition was provided to survey participants; however, interpretation of the definition is
uncertain. Survey respondents were asked to report on only partnerships with
organizations outside the NPS, but were not asked to delineate the different types of
partnerships in which they were involved.
The entire agency was sent an email requesting their participation in the study.
Technical difficulties could have prevented potential respondents from receiving email
requests or accessing the web link to the survey. In addition, due to the design of the web
survey and data collection procedures, it was impossible to identify those who did not
complete the survey. Therefore, non-participating employees could not be contacted to
test for non-response bias.

Recommendations for Future Research
Four recommendations for future research flow from the data and findings of this
study. First, the various dimensions, or factors, of the three significant explanatory
variables in the conceptual model should be explored in more depth. For the purpose of
the study, attitudes, subjective norms, and control belief scores were computed by a mean
index. To further understand dimensions of partnership intention, an exploratory factor
analysis should be performed. This procedure would aid in gaining a more
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comprehensive understanding of the underlying dimensions that drive partnership
behavioral intention.
Second, the addition of other explanatory variables, like partnership type,
duration, or outcome, as well as past partnership training or degree/discipline should be
investigated to see if other variables add to the robustness of the model. The inclusion of
additional explanatory variables would also assist in further understanding employees’
intentions to engage in partnerships. Past partnership experience and agency
characteristics were not significant predictors in the conceptual model; however, other
measures like partnership type, duration, or outcome along with an employee’s past
partnership training or past degrees/discipline could provide more explanation.
Third, the exploration of constraint variables as intervening, as well as antecedent
to partnership intent, would expand our understanding of the role and interdependency of
these variables in the model. Constraints have been conceptualized as factors that must
be negotiated through, resulting in changed behavior, as opposed to obstacles to
participation (Jackson, Crawford, & Godbey, 1993). Further examination of constraints
would enable the agency to understand how these barriers either prevent employees from
partnering or how they negotiate them in order to collaborate.
Lastly, a replication of this study with the NPS after partnership training has been
conducted in the agency would reveal whether training actually does change behavioral
intention. This information would provide powerful results for the agency and
demonstrate how training leads to changes in attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived
behavioral control, and in turn, partnership intent.
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In conclusion, a greater understanding of the partnership phenomenon may
enhance park and protected area managers’ ability to obtain support, services, and funds
that enable them to protect resources, while providing educational as well as visitor
opportunities.
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National Park Service Partnership Needs Assessment Survey
To begin the survey we would like to know about you. These questions will be used to
compare groups of people only, and will never be used to compare individuals.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Position Title (Open Ended)
Series (for example, 0023 Outdoor Recreation Planning, 1700 Historian, or 3502
Laborer) (Open Ended)
Grade (GS-5 to GS-15)
Wage Grade (WS-3 to WG-12)
Wage Supervisor Grade (WS-5 to WS-12)
Please select which best describes your position: (Choose One)
Entry level position (Non supervisory)
Non supervisory (developmental level)
Non supervisory (full performance level)
Supervisor
Manager (includes Division Chiefs, Superintendents, Program Managers)
Executive
Entry Level: Just starting in the Career Field; little or no work experience.
Developmental Level: Has some/limited hands-on experience within the Career Field;
can handle some issues/situations on his/her own.
Full Performance Level: Has considerable hands-on experience, generally in more than
one discipline within the Career Field; can handle most issues/situations on his/her own.

7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Are you a temporary or permanent employee?
Temporary Employee
Permanent Employee
Are you part-time or full-time?
Part-time
Full-time
Number of years in NPS: (1-50)
Number of years in Federal Service: (1-50)
Division: (Choose One)
Administration
Cultural Resource Management
Concession Management
Fee Management
Interpretation
Visitor and Resource Protection
Maintenance
Natural Resource Management
Partnerships
Planning Management
Public Affairs/Public Information
Park Planning
Superintendents Office

123

12.

13.
14.
15.
16.

17.

18.

Region: (Choose One)
Alaska
Intermountain
Northeast
National Capital
Midwest
Pacific West
Southeast
Centers
Washington Office
What is your gender?
Male
Female
What is your age? (18-90)
Race/National Origin?
What is your highest level of education?
High School
Some College
Associate Degree
Bachelor Degree
Masters Degree
Doctorate Degree
If you work at a NPS site, what number of permanent employees work at your site?
0-25
26-50
51-100
Over 100
Not Applicable
From the list on the right, please indicate the type of NPS Unit in which you currently work?
National Battlefield
National Historical Park
National Historic Site
National Lakeshore
National Memorial
National Monument
National Military Park
National Park
National Parkway
National Preserve
National Reserve
National Recreation Area
National River
National Trail
National Seashore
NPS Regional Office
NPS Support Office
NPS Washington Office
Other
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19.

Which training delivery method are you most likely to have access to?
Classroom
TEL (Technology Enhanced Learning )
DVD
Video
Web Based
Mentoring
Detail
Printed materials

In the next section, we would like to know more about how partnerships are playing a role
in your current job. Following are a list of competencies pertaining to various aspects of
partnership participation and management. We will ask you to respond to this list twice.
For the purposes of this survey, consider these definitions.
Collaboration/Partnership, exchanging information and sharing or pooling resources
with organizations outside the NPS for mutual benefit to achieve a common purpose.
Collaborative Leader, One who safeguards and promotes the collaborative process.
First, in the performance of your present job, how important are the following professional
competencies? Please check the most appropriate response for each item. [Scale = 7 points,
Not Important (1) to Extremely Important (7)]
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

Effective communication, listening, and interpersonal skills.
Knowledge of negotiating skills and techniques to find mutually acceptable solutions.
Ability to facilitate solutions to resolve conflicts that impede healthy networks.
Ability to facilitate group processes (i.e. team building, forging consensus, and building
trust.)
Understanding of and ability to demonstrate collaborative leadership.
Ability to enable people to join together from different units to accomplish a task.
Skilled at helping individuals understand the wider context of their work and the larger
goals of the NPS.
Demonstrate methods to ensure that NPS work units' and partners' cultures can move the
NPS mission forward.
Use collaborative work initiatives to increase coherence and effectiveness within the unit.
Ability to develop solutions that cut across traditional department or park boundaries
which foster Servicewide consistency and cooperation.
Ability to effectively plan for the commitments needed to build a successful partnership
(e.g. staff time and skills, possible financial commitments and other resources).
Ability to manage partnerships effectively to achieve NPS mission. Establishes, nurtures,
maintains, evaluates, troubleshoots, and when necessary dissolves partnerships.
Ensure that innovative partnerships are encouraged while operating within DOI/NPS
regulatory boundaries.
Ability to work with and through others in achieving a citizen focused, seamless network
of parks, historic places and open spaces.
Ability to identify and work collaboratively with communities.
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16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.

Ability to assess how short and long term goals can be achieved through partnerships and
collaborative initiatives.
Skilled at creating a workplace where innovation, creativity, and reasoned risk taking are
encouraged.
Understanding the "political realities" both nationally and locally where partnerships take
place.
Ability to communicate strategic goals, performance expectations and collaborative work
necessary to reach common goals.
Ability to identify a problem and communicate the need for a collaborative solution in
which a partnership could help.
Ability to help others focus on mutual ideas, processes, interests, and outcomes.
Knowledge of the concepts, policies, and practices related to donations and fundraising
partnerships in the NPS.
Ability to collaborate with various philanthropic and grant making entities to leverage
funds toward achieving NPS goals.
Ability to establish and sustain viable partnerships with Foundations and other nonprofit
organizations.
Knowledge of concepts, policies and practices relevant to fundraising.
Knowledge of the partnership construction process.
Ability to ensure that all partnership construction projects meet agency requirements.
Understanding of the non-profit/not-for-profit organizational constraints, timelines and
parameters.
Ability to work effectively with the NPS Contracting and Procurement process to develop
and manage agreements.
Ability to work effectively with the Solicitor's Office to develop and manage agreements.
Knowledge of the techniques used to resolve conflicts, grievances, confrontations, or
disagreements in a constructive manner.
Collaborates with Gateway Communities to protect and enhance the natural, cultural, and
visual resources of parks and gateway communities.

In this next section we would like to find out how prepared you feel at working with
partnerships. Please look at the same list again. This time, please rate your overall
preparation (all sources) to participate effectively in partnerships.
[Scale = Not Applicable (0), Unprepared (1) to Fully Competent (7)]
(Same list as above)
In the next section, we would like to know more about your views and NPS experiences
involving partnerships with organizations outside the agency.
1.

In the past five years how many partnerships have you been involved with, regardless of
your federal agency affiliation?

2.

What best describes your past experience with partnerships involving the NPS and
organizations outside the agency? (Check only one)
o
I have no experience working with partnerships.
o
My past experience working with partnerships was difficult, frustrating, and not
very productive.
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o

My past experience working with partnerships was rewarding and productive.

2.

What best describes your current experience with partnerships involving the NPS and
organizations outside the agency? (Check only one)
o
I am not currently engaged in any partnership activity with the NPS.
o
I am engaged in one partnership program/project.
o
I am engaged in multiple partnerships programs/projects.

3.

What best describes your view of the future regarding partnerships between NPS and
organizations outside the agency? (Check only one)
o
I will try to avoid becoming involved in a partnership if I can.
o
I expect to be engaged in one or more partnerships because this will be a primary
way the NPS will conduct park business in the future.
o
I intend to be engaged in one or more partnerships because I believe this is a
better way to conduct park business in the future.

In the final section, please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each
statement by placing a check in the most appropriate box.
(1=strongly disagree and 7=strongly agree)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

Partnerships with others (public, private or not-for-profit organizations) can lead to better
management decisions.
Partnerships lead to greater innovation and effectiveness.
Partnerships improve communications among partners and make it easier to deal with
problems.
Partnering is difficult because most organizations we would potentially collaborate with
have conflicting missions, approaches, and/or objectives.
Different budgeting processes and regulations inhibit our ability to partner.
Partnerships expand the agency's capacity for leadership because decisions are influenced
by people with different perspectives.
Partnerships increase trust and reduce suspicion among agencies and organizations.
Entering into partnerships is just too difficult because of our bureaucratic processes and
regulations.
As accountability requirements within the agency increase, it makes partnering with
others increasingly complex and difficult.
Partnerships give others a better understanding of my site park, the NPS, and its mission.
Partnerships result in more constructive, less adversarial attitudes among stakeholders.
My supervisors encourage me to partner with other organizations.
I am frequently challenged to find flexibility within the rules to support and/or participate
in partnerships with other organizations.
I am uncomfortable with the mistrust that accompany establishing and maintaining
partnerships.
Partnerships allow the pooling of resources, thus saving time and money for each partner.
Partnerships result in better coordination of policies/practices of multiple stakeholders.
The reward structure of this agency provides little incentive to partner with others.
Partnerships allow the agency to capitalize on the strengths of other organizations, while
concentrating NPS resources in the areas of most critical need.
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19.
20.
21.

In our park, we do not enter into partnerships because we have an insufficient number of
people to do the basic tasks of managing the park.
Partnerships always lead to a power struggle among the participants.
Leaders in the NPS should promote and support partnerships as a means of
accomplishing mission-oriented goals.

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. Your input is important to us and will
assist the NPS training community in preparing more relevant, timely training for all employees.
If you have any questions regarding this survey, please feel free to contact Dr. Brett Wright,
Clemson University at wright@clemson.edu or Rich Fedorchak, NPS Partnership Training
Manager at rich_fedorchak@nps.gov.
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United States Department of the Interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Greetings,

October 10, 2006

Even before the National Park Service was created as an agency, early conservationists realized
that forming partnerships were critical in the stewardship of our nation’s landscapes. Today, the
forging of truly mutual partnerships is essential in the preservation of our cultural and natural
heritage for future generations.
With that in mind, we are asking your assistance in a service wide Partnership Training Needs
Assessment. This assessment, developed in collaboration with Clemson University, will help us
focus on developing our partnership training that is most applicable to you.
A few years ago, 24 partnership competencies (Knowledge, Skills, Abilities & Behaviors) were
formulated to articulate the real needs of developing and sustaining quality partnerships that will
support the NPS mission. Now we want to hear from you. Which of these competencies are the
most important? Which of these competencies do you feel you need training?
In order to gather this information, we are conducting a web-based survey of all park service
employees. The questionnaire will take no more than 20 minutes to complete. Results from this
survey will be used to help define where the Mather Training Center and WASO Partnership
Office should focus Partnership skills training.
Your response to this survey is important and it is only by hearing from everyone that we can be
sure that the results are truly representative. Your answers are completely confidential and the
data gathered will be released only as summaries.
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If you have any questions or comments about this survey, we would be happy to talk with you.
Please call either Dr. Brett Wright or Rich Fedorchak at the phone numbers listed below.
Please click the web link below to begin the survey, if the survey does not start, you may copy the
link and paste it in your browser window.
http://camss.clemson.edu/Study8/servlet/Page1
Thank you for helping with this important survey,
Sincerely,
Chris Jarvi
Associate Director for Partnerships, Interpretation & Education, Volunteerism & Outdoor
Recreation
Phone: 202-208-4829
Email: christopher_jarvi@nps.gov
Brett Wright, PhD
Clemson University
Phone: 864-656-3036
Email: wright@clemson.edu
Rich Fedorchak
Partnership Training Program Manager
Phone: 304-535-5053
Email: rich_fedorchak@nps.gov

131

United States Department of the Interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Greetings,

October 18, 2006

Last week an email requesting your participation in a research study was sent to your National
Park Service email address.
We would greatly appreciate your response to the study. Researchers at Clemson University, in
cooperation with the National Park Service, are conducting a study to determine NPS employees’
knowledge, skills, and abilities in dealing with partnerships, perceptions of training, and
partnership beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors.
Your participation will involve completing a web survey as part of your normal workday that will
take about 20 minutes, on average. This information will assist NPS efforts to provide quality
training for employees to better understand and work in partnerships. If you responded to the first
invite and completed the survey please disregard this email.
Please be assured that all reported information will be kept in a secured location and will only be
accessed by the researchers involved in this study. Results will be reported anonymously and in
aggregate form. All names and contact information will be destroyed upon the completion of this
study.
Your response to this survey is important and it is only by hearing from everyone that we can be
sure that the results are truly representative. Your answers are completely confidential and the
data gathered will be released only as summaries. If you have any questions regarding your
rights as a research participant, please contact the Clemson University Office of Research
Compliance at 864-656-6460. According to Clemson University Institutional Research Board
requirements, we must inform you that individual participation is voluntary. You may choose not
to participate and you may withdraw your consent to participate at any time.
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If you have any questions or comments about this survey, we would be happy to talk with you.
Please call either Dr. Brett Wright or Rich Fedorchak at the phone numbers listed below.
Please click the web link below to begin the survey, if the survey does not start, you may copy the
link and paste it in your browser window.
http://camss.clemson.edu/Study8/servlet/Page1
Thank you for helping with this important survey,
Sincerely,
Chris Jarvi
Associate Director for Partnerships, Interpretation & Education, Volunteerism & Outdoor
Recreation
Phone: 202-208-4829
Email: christopher_jarvi@nps.gov
Brett Wright, PhD
Clemson University
Phone: 864-656-3036
Email: wright@clemson.edu
Rich Fedorchak
Partnership Training Program Manager
Phone: 304-535-5053
Email: rich_fedorchak@nps.gov
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United States Department of the Interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Greetings,

October 25, 2007

Over the last few weeks emails requesting your participation in a research study were sent to your
National Park Service email address. If you already responded to the invite and completed the
survey please disregard this email.
This will be the last chance you have to give valuable input and we would greatly appreciate your
response to the study. Researchers at Clemson University, in cooperation with the National Park
Service, are conducting a study to determine NPS employees’ knowledge, skills, and abilities in
dealing with partnerships, perceptions of training, and partnership beliefs, attitudes, and
behaviors.
Your participation will involve completing a web survey as part of your normal workday that will
take about 20 minutes, on average. This information will assist NPS efforts to provide quality
training for employees to better understand and work in partnerships. If you responded to the first
invite and completed the survey please disregard this email.
Please be assured that all reported information will be kept in a secured location and will only be
accessed by the researchers involved in this study. Results will be reported anonymously and in
aggregate form. All names and contact information will be destroyed upon the completion of this
study.
Your response to this survey is important and it is only by hearing from everyone that we can be
sure that the results are truly representative. Your answers are completely confidential and the
data gathered will be released only as summaries. If you have any questions regarding your
rights as a research participant, please contact the Clemson University Office of Research
Compliance at 864-656-6460. According to Clemson University Institutional Research Board
requirements, we must inform you that individual participation is voluntary. You may choose not
to participate and you may withdraw your consent to participate at any time.
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If you have any questions or comments about this survey, we would be happy to talk with you.
Please call either Dr. Brett Wright or Rich Fedorchak at the phone numbers listed below.
Please click the web link below to begin the survey, if the survey does not start, you may copy the
link and paste it in your browser window.
http://camss.clemson.edu/Study8/servlet/Page1
Thank you for helping with this important survey,
Sincerely,
Chris Jarvi
Associate Director for Partnerships, Interpretation & Education, Volunteerism & Outdoor
Recreation
Phone: 202-208-4829
Email: christopher_jarvi@nps.gov
Brett Wright, PhD
Clemson University
Phone: 864-656-3036
Email: wright@clemson.edu
Rich Fedorchak
Partnership Training Program Manager
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